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House of Representatives 
The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Tuesday, June 4, 1996, at 12:30 p.m. 

Senate 
MONDAY, JUNE 3, 1996 

The Senate met at 1:30 p.m., and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, source of all that we 
have and are, forgive us for taking 
Your blessings for granted. We go to 
sleep at night fully confident that we 
will awake the next morning, but often 
we do not praise You for the wonder of 
being alive. We rush into the day on 
our high horse and then ride off in all 
directions without thanking You for 
each day brimming full and over-
flowing with Your goodness. We pre-
sumptuously assume that we are in 
control of our lives, others, and cir-
cumstances. So much of what we think 
we accomplish alone is really the re-
sult of what You plan for us out of 
sheer grace, and give us the strength to 
attempt. We are so quick to take the 
credit. Life soon becomes horizontal 
and flat with faithless familiarity. 
Then into the blandness of this drift 
into self-help humanism, we hear the 
challenge Sursum Corda: Lift up your 
hearts. Carpe diem: Seize the day. Life 
is a privilege to be lived to the fullest 
in serving with humble gratitude. Re-
mind us that we could not breathe a 
breath, think a thought, or work cre-
atively this day without Your permis-
sion and Your power. Now we are ready 
for a new week of opportunities and 
challenges. In the name of our Lord. 
Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader, Senator 
LOTT, is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President. 

f 

PROGRAM 
Mr. LOTT. The Senate will be in a 

period of morning business today until 
the hour of 3:30 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 5 minutes 
each. The first 90 minutes of morning 
business will be under the control of 
Senator COVERDELL of Georgia, or his 
designee, and the last 30 minutes will 
be under the control of Senator 
DASCHLE, or his designee. 

At 3:30 today, the Senate will resume 
debate on a motion to proceed to S. 
1635, the Defend America Act. No roll-
call votes will occur during today’s ses-
sion but as a reminder there will be a 
cloture vote on the motion to proceed 
to S. 1635 at 2:15 p.m. tomorrow. If clo-
ture is invoked on Tuesday, it is the 
hope that we may begin consideration 
of the defend America legislation and 
hopefully complete action on that im-
portant bill in a reasonable timeframe. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

DEWINE). Under the previous order, 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 

period for the transaction of morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 3:30 p.m., with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for not to exceed 5 min-
utes each. 

Under the previous order, the first 90 
minutes shall be under the control of 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVER-
DELL]. 

The Senator from Georgia is recog-
nized. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, we 
will soon once again cast a historic 
vote on a balanced budget amendment 
to the Constitution. It will be a his-
toric vote. It will be a defining vote. 
Given the experience of the last 26 
years, $5 trillion in debt, interest on 
debt that will soon exceed Defense De-
partment spending, it is certainly an 
appropriate matter for the Senate to 
consider. 

I will not prolong my remarks right 
now, but, Mr. President, I will yield up 
to 10 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi, if I might. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Georgia for having this 
time for us to discuss this very impor-
tant issue. 

For many years, I have supported the 
constitutional amendment for a bal-
anced budget. The American people 
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have overwhelmingly indicated repeat-
edly that they support a constitutional 
amendment for a balanced budget. I 
guess it would be just as well, maybe 
better, if we had in fact been balancing 
the budget every year over all these 
many years going all the way back, I 
guess, to 1969 when we had a last an-
nual balanced budget. 

There have been some very serious, 
some very credible efforts to come up 
with a balanced budget over a period of 
a number of years. Last year, the Con-
gress passed a balanced budget resolu-
tion that would have balanced the 
budget in a 7-year period of time, with 
the plan to get that job done. Of 
course, that one was vetoed by the 
President. There have been other in-
stances where we started toward con-
trolling Federal spending. We had that 
effort in the early 1980’s when Presi-
dent Reagan was in the White House. 
We had the Gramm–Latta bill that re-
duced spending by several billions of 
dollars and then after about 1982–83 the 
numbers, the spending by Congress 
started going back the other way. 

And, of course, we had the Gramm– 
Rudman procedure whereby if we did 
not actually balance the budget each 
year, there would be an across-the- 
board cut known as a sequester. This 
had an impact for a year or two, and 
then every time Congress would get up 
to the point where they were going to 
have to make decisions or allow se-
quester or cuts to go into effect, Con-
gress backed away from it, just moved 
the dates until finally it was rendered 
useless. 

So there have been some good efforts, 
but the fact is it has not been accom-
plished. But yet almost every State in 
the Nation balances its budget every 
year. Even a poor State like my home 
State of Mississippi every year bal-
ances its budget. 

Why is it? It is because the constitu-
tions at the State level require it. You 
cannot have deficit spending in so 
many States. A few of them that do not 
have it in their constitution do it any-
way. Some of them I guess have it in 
their constitution and may violate 
what is required. But for the most part 
I believe that is the fundamental dif-
ference. 

It is time the Federal Government 
lived within its means. I think the sim-
ple solution is if you do not have x 
amount of revenue coming in to get the 
job done, you just make changes. You 
change priorities. If you do not have it, 
you do not spend it. It is real simple. 

I believe that putting this balanced 
budget requirement in the Constitution 
is the responsible thing to do, and it is 
the mechanism that will guarantee 
that Congress, working with the Presi-
dent, would have to do the responsible 
thing, and that is balance the budget 
each year. 

A week ago, Mr. President, I joined 
Senator DOMENICI and others in writing 
President Clinton one last plea that he 
support the balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution. That is what 

we need. Last time we had this vote, 
we were one vote short in the Senate— 
just one vote. And there were at least 
six or seven Senators who had voted for 
a constitutional amendment for a bal-
anced budget in the past but switched 
and voted against it last year. So there 
is a pool of Democrats that could be 
convinced, and I thought that a plea 
from the President would make the dif-
ference. 

So far his reply has been silence, and 
that is disappointing, but it is not en-
tirely surprising. But if he really 
agrees that we should have a balanced 
budget, which he has said that he does, 
then we need his help. Both as a can-
didate and as Chief Executive, Presi-
dent Clinton has talked a good fight 
about balancing the Federal budget. 
But when it comes to the one legisla-
tive veto that can get the job done, he 
has not been very helpful. 

It is often said that the Federal Gov-
ernment and the taxpayers, more im-
portant, are drowning in red ink. That 
is a good metaphor, but it needs one 
addition. That addition is President 
Clinton standing at the edge of the red 
ink ocean, feeling the pain of those 
who are drowning while holding behind 
his back the only available life pre-
server. This is that available life pre-
server. That is the balanced budget 
amendment. It is the only way that we 
have, that I have seen, to pull our chil-
dren and our grandchildren out of the 
sea of Government debt. It is the only 
means we have to force Government to 
live within its means. 

An old song reminds us that ‘‘It don’t 
mean a thing if it ain’t got that 
swing.’’ By the same token, no amount 
of Presidential rhetoric about a bal-
anced budget means a thing if we do 
not pass a balanced budget amend-
ment. Opponents of the amendment 
know that and have known it all along. 
That is why they have been willing 
over the years to give lipservice to the 
goal of budgetary balance and even to 
endorse the balanced budget amend-
ment itself as long as there was no im-
mediate prospect of its passage. 

Now, I think a lot of credit goes to 
the Senator from Illinois; he has 
worked hard in actually trying to get 
this done. There are many who have 
said they would vote for it, but when it 
got to the time actually to vote for it, 
decided they better change their mind, 
especially last year when they saw it 
was about to pass. 

Then came the elections of 1994. The 
old order sort of shattered and the po-
litical landscape was transformed with 
the new majorities of both the House 
and Senate. 

Almost overnight, a balanced budget 
amendment was not just talk anymore. 
Clear majorities in both Chambers of 
Congress had pledged to vote for it. So 
the angry and aroused, energized elec-
torate was finally going to get some 
action, action it had been seeking for a 
long time. That is what the American 
public thought was happening. 

But we were entering a period of sec-
ond thoughts, a time when many Mem-

bers of Congress revised their official 
positions on the balanced budget 
amendment. I already pointed out that 
six Senators who had voted for it in the 
past switched last year and voted 
against it. That was the key in its de-
feat. 

That is why I, along with others, are 
now publicly calling on the President, 
appealing to the President, to step for-
ward and help us with this vote this 
week. 

I hope that we will have another vote 
on the constitutional amendment re-
quiring a balanced budget this week, 
probably on Wednesday. If we could 
pick up just another couple of votes, 
the job would be done. The President 
can help us by making those contacts. 

I give the President his due. What-
ever his problems with the American 
public may be, it is clear he wields tre-
mendous clout with congressional 
Democrats, especially here in the Sen-
ate. Time and again his allies in this 
Chamber have come to his rescue, 
blocking bills that the White House did 
not want to have to deal with. Actu-
ally, it has been a remarkably syn-
chronized operation—a real tribute. 

But, if you look at what is happening 
right now in the Senate, bill after bill 
after bill is being hung up by filibus-
ters or failure to agree to procedures to 
allow those bills to be voted on. The 
White House Travel Office legislation 
is still, in effect, pending before the 
Senate. A taxpayers bill of rights No. 2 
is pending and awaiting action. Repeal 
of the 4.3-cents-a-gallon gas tax is 
waiting for action. Many bills that the 
American people support overwhelm-
ingly and deserve to have passed are in 
limbo here, and that has been the case 
with the balanced budget amendment. 

The letter we sent to the President 
last week asked him to address this 
issue in his Saturday radio address, to 
rally support for the amendment. In 
candor, we felt obliged to warn that, 
‘‘[f]ailure to do everything in your 
power to win this vote would send a 
clear signal to the American 
people * * * ’’ that he really did not 
want this balanced budget amendment 
to pass, even though he has said nice 
things about it in the past. Thus far, 
we have not heard from the President. 
He did not endorse the amendment in 
his Saturday radio speech and he has 
not lifted a finger, the best I can tell, 
to help us pass the amendment through 
the Senate so the American people can 
decide. 

Remember this, even if we passed it 
here in the Senate after it has already 
passed in the House, it still would have 
to go to the American people so the 
various State legislatures could vote 
on ratification in that amendment 
process. Should we not at least let the 
American people, through their State 
legislatures, have a chance to express 
themselves, to vote on this issue? So 
that is all we have been asking, is to 
allow us an opportunity to take up this 
amendment, debate it, vote on it, and 
hopefully pass it on to the States for 
them to pass judgment. 
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Opponents of the balanced budget 

amendment tend to ignore that part of 
the constitutional process. Instead, 
throughout the Senate’s year-long de-
bate on the amendment, they have 
come up with a number of red herrings. 
We have been told the amendment 
would imperil Social Security, it would 
devastate crucial domestic programs, 
that it would require tax hikes, and 
that it might hobble the Government 
in times of national or international 
emergency. 

Do opponents of the amendment seri-
ously believe that three-quarters of the 
State legislatures would ratify a con-
stitutional amendment that was going 
to harm Social Security? Would the 
Senate? Would the U.S. Senate vote for 
that? I don’t think so. I know I would 
not. 

Do opponents of the amendment real-
ly think that 37 State legislatures 
would adopt an amendment that in any 
way cripples Government in times of 
crisis? Of course not. I think the oppo-
nents of the balanced budget amend-
ment realize those arguments are, at 
best, irrelevant and, at worst, false. I 
guess we should be relieved they have 
not blamed the amendment for Brit-
ain’s ‘‘mad cow’’ disease or global 
warming, but there is still time before 
the vote and we may hear that. 

Since these are all false arguments 
blocking this amendment, I urge that 
we take them up, debate them seri-
ously here in the next 2 days, and have 
a vote on this constitutional amend-
ment. 

Since those are all false reasons for 
blocking the amendment, why are its 
opponents so determined to kill it here 
in the Senate, before the States can 
even have a say in the process? I think 
the answer is obvious. The amendment 
is indeed a danger, a peril, and a 
threat. 

It endangers the entrenched interests 
that have called the shots in official 
Washington for most of the last half- 
century. It imperils the network of lob-
bies whose reason for existence is big-
ger and fatter Government budgets. It 
threatens to derail the Federal gravy 
train and make its relaxed riders walk 
for a change. 

They cannot survive under a bal-
anced budget amendment, for it would 
take away their subsidized pulpits and 
make them earn their keep in the open 
marketplace of ideas. They cannot do 
that, and they know it. They do not 
have the support of the American peo-
ple, so they cling to the support of the 
American Government. 

It is why the balanced budget amend-
ment, almost overnight, changed from 
a bipartisan sure thing to an endan-
gered species. And it is why, when we 
vote again on the amendment within 
the next few days, we will probably be 
two or three votes short of passage. Un-
less, that is, unless President Clinton 
steps into the breach and convinces his 
Senate allies to vote the same way 
they campaigned: for the amendment 
and against business as usual in Wash-
ington. 

The ball is in his court. If the amend-
ment is defeated this time around, the 
whole country will know who bears the 
responsibility for its demise. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of my letter to 
President Clinton be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, May 29, 1996. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: You have been tell-
ing the American people that you believe we 
need a balanced budget. 

With a decisive vote on a constitutional 
balanced budget amendment scheduled for 
the Senate floor the week of June 3, we now 
have a unique opportunity to exhibit leader-
ship over partisanship for the best interests 
of this nation and for our children’s future. 

If you are sincere in wanting a balanced 
budget, then please use the power of your of-
fice to persuade Democrat senators that this 
is best for our children and our nation. As 
you know, six Democrat senators cam-
paigned on their support for a balanced budg-
et amendment, but then helped defeat it last 
year. 

Failure to do everything in your power to 
win this vote would send a clear signal to the 
American people that you place politics 
above country. Join us in passing this nec-
essary and historic amendment. We propose 
that you use your Saturday radio address 
this week to rally support for the balanced 
budget amendment, and Republicans will use 
our response time to echo your message. 

Sincerely, 
SENATOR TRENT LOTT 
SENATOR PETE DOMENICI 
REPRESENTATIVE DICK 

ARMEY 
REPRESENTATIVE JOHN 

KASICH 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to 

take this opportunity to convey to him 
something that was not in that letter. 

I want to assure him that, even if he 
succeeds in blocking the balanced 
budget amendment, he is not going to 
block Congress’ efforts to curb his tax- 
and-spend approach to Government. 

That is the meaning of the budget 
resolution the House and Senate have 
already passed. And it will be the clear 
and frugal bottom line of the appro-
priation bills we will send down to the 
White House over the next 4 months. 

One way or another, the taxpayers 
are going to win this fight. President 
Clinton and his Senate allies can delay 
that outcome, but they cannot prevent 
it forever. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Mississippi. I 
think he has hit on key features relat-
ing to the passage of the balanced 
budget amendment, the first being that 
this really is in the hands of the Presi-
dent of the United States. He was the 
reason that six members of his party 
changed their minds, and his rhetoric 
can now be the reason to support a bal-
anced budget by speaking out and call-
ing on his side to support it. 

I am very pleased that Senator DOLE 
is fulfilling his promise to the Amer-
ican people and recalling it, even 

though the odds against getting over 
that hill are great. 

Now, Mr. President, I yield up to 15 
minutes to the principal sponsor of the 
balanced budget amendment, its long- 
time and ardent supporter, the Senator 
from Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to call on the Senate to send the 
Dole-Hatch-Simon balanced budget 
amendment to the States for ratifica-
tion. We will have the opportunity to 
vote for it again soon. I am hoping that 
the Senate will respond to the needs of 
the American people. 

President Clinton has fought the bal-
anced budget amendment every step of 
the way, and I would just like to ask, 
‘‘Why?’’ The President says he is for a 
balanced budget. Yet, I suggest that 
the opponents of the balanced budget 
amendment are simply not ready to 
impose the kind of fiscal discipline on 
themselves that a constitutional 
amendment would require. It is tough 
to stop spending other peoples’ money. 

Last year he succeeded in blocking 
the balanced budget amendment. Presi-
dent Clinton won but the American 
people lost. The American people will 
lose again if President Clinton has his 
way this year, if we cannot talk him 
into helping here. Unless he changes 
his mind and makes clear his support 
for the balanced budget amendment we 
will probably fail one more time. 

It is important for our country and 
our children. The subject matter goes 
to the heart of our Founding Fathers’ 
hope for our constitutional system—a 
system that would protect individual 
freedom through limited government. 
In the latter half of this century, how-
ever, the intention of the Framers of 
the Constitution has been betrayed by 
Congress’ inability to control its own 
spending habits. The size of the Federal 
leviathan has grown to such an extent 
that the very liberties of the American 
people are threatened. 

The other body has already given its 
approval to the amendment, so it is up 
to the Senate to follow and meet the 
needs of the American people, 85 per-
cent of whom favor a balanced budget 
amendment. We need to relegate the 
spendthrift and tax-happy policies of 
the past to the dustbin of history. This 
amendment has broad support in the 
country and among Democrats and Re-
publicans who believe that we need to 
get the Nation’s fiscal house in order 
so that we can leave a legacy of a 
strong national economy and a respon-
sible National Government to our chil-
dren and grandchildren. 

Mr. President, our Nation is faced 
with a worsening problem of rising na-
tional debt and deficits and the in-
creased Government use of capital that 
would otherwise be available to the pri-
vate sector to create jobs to invest in 
our future. This problem presents risks 
to our long-term economic growth and 
endangers the well-being of our elderly, 
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our working people, and especially our 
children and grandchildren. The debt 
burden is a mortgage on their future. 

The total national debt now stands 
at more than $5.1 trillion. That means 
that every man, woman, and child in 
Utah and all of our States has an indi-
vidual debt burden of $19,600. While it 
took us more than 200 years to acquire 
our first trillion dollars of debt, we 
have recently been adding another tril-
lion dollars to our debt about every 5 
years, and that is shortening as we 
keep going. 

Yet, Mr. President, opponents of the 
balanced budget amendment claim 
that there is no problem. They point to 
the marginal slowdown in the growth 
of the debt in the last year or so as if 
it suggested that all our problems are 
solved. Only inside the Washington, 
DC, beltway can people claim that we 
are on the right track while we add to 
a debt of more than $5.1 trillion. The 
President’s own 1997 budget predicts 
that in the year 2000, total Federal 
debt will be more than $6 trillion. That 
means a Federal debt of about $23,700 
per person. Every one of us will owe 
that much when we get to that point. 
That is, if the President has his way. 
This would be nearly a tenfold increase 
in the per capita debt since 1975. 

When we last debated the balanced 
budget amendment, I gave a daily up-
date of the debt increase as we debated. 
By the end of the debate, my ‘‘debt 
tracker’’ was becoming unwieldy, so I 
have brought down a sort of summary 
debt tracker to bring us up to date 
since we began debate on this amend-
ment in January of last year. 

As my chart shows, when we began 
debate on the balanced budget amend-
ment, the debt was $4.8 trillion. As of 
this week, it stands at more than $5.1 
trillion. That is an increase of $320 bil-
lion in a little over a year. It is abso-
lutely incredible. Translated into more 
understandable terms, that means that 
the cost of the delay in passing this im-
portant amendment has been more 
than $1,200 for every man, woman and 
child in America. 

Put another way, over the 15 months 
that have elapsed since President Clin-
ton helped defeat the balanced budget 
amendment, the debt has increased on 
average over $650 million of debt, over 
$27 million an hour, over $450,000 a 
minute and over $7,500 every second. 
This is the price of the delay caused by 
President Clinton and his allies. 

That increasing debt is not just num-
bers on a chart. Over time, the dis-
proportionate burdens imposed on to-
day’s children and their children by a 
continuing pattern of deficits could in-
clude some combination of the fol-
lowing: increased taxes; reduced public 
welfare benefits; reduced public pen-
sions; reduced expenditures on infra-
structure and other public invest-
ments; diminished capital formation; 
diminished job creation; diminished 
productivity enhancement; diminished 
real wage growth in the private econ-
omy; higher interest rates; higher in-

flation; increased indebtedness to and 
economic dependence on foreign credi-
tors; and an increased risk of default 
on the Federal debt. 

This is fiscal child abuse, and it sim-
ply must end. 

Mr. President, if one thing became 
clear during our recent experience in 
trying to enact the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1995, it is that we need a con-
stitutional mandate. Some Senators 
argued during our debate last year on 
Senate Joint Resolution 1 that we did 
not need a constitutional amendment 
to balance the budget. ‘‘We know what 
needs to be done,’’ they said. ‘‘We 
should just do it.’’ 

The trouble is that Congress did it 
and the President did not. But under a 
constitutional amendment to balance 
the budget, the words ‘‘just do it’’ 
would have authority for both elected 
branches of the Government, both the 
executive and the legislative branches. 

In the year that has gone by since 
President Clinton helped defeat the 
balanced budget amendment, the coun-
try has witnessed one of the most con-
tentious budget battles in the history 
of our Nation. President Clinton was 
willing to let the Government shut 
down twice before he finally agreed to 
work seriously toward balancing the 
budget. 

But what guarantee is there that the 
Federal Government will ever achieve 
a balanced budget? When the other side 
of the aisle controlled the Congress, we 
never had serious consideration of a 
balanced budget plan. President Clin-
ton never proposed a balanced budget 
until he was forced to. The budget he 
first submitted when we debated this 
amendment last year had $200 billion 
deficits as far as the eye could see. 
Even our colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle recognized this as an en-
tirely inadequate approach and re-
jected it. In fact, the President sub-
mitted no fewer than 10 budgets in 1 
year and a series of attempts to avoid 
the tough, but responsible, decision to 
balance the budget. 

Nothing shows more clearly how dif-
ficult it is to move in the right direc-
tion than the last 9 months. Mr. Presi-
dent, we need the balanced budget 
amendment to lock in the balanced 
budget rule now, or the future of our 
children will be bleaker and bleaker. 

The proposed constitutional amend-
ment will help us end Congress’ dan-
gerous deficit habit in the way that 
past efforts have not. It will do this by 
correcting a bias that exists in the sys-
tem, in our present process, which fa-
vors ever-increasing levels of Federal 
Government spending. The balanced 
budget amendment reduces the spend-
ing bias in our present system by en-
suring that, under normal cir-
cumstances, votes by Congress for in-
creased spending will be accompanied 
by votes either to reduce other spend-
ing programs or to increase taxes to 
pay for such programs. 

For the first time since the abandon-
ment of our historical norm of bal-

anced budgets, Congress would be re-
quired to cast politically difficult 
votes—one politically difficult vote a 
year at least as a precondition to cast-
ing a politically attractive vote to in-
creasing spending. 

Mr. President, the Senate should ap-
prove the balanced budget amendment. 
It is the right thing to do for ourselves 
and our children and grandchildren, 
and it will give us back responsible and 
accountable constitutional Govern-
ment. If we continue to play around 
like we have over the last number of 
years during this administration, with 
all the mouthing in the world about 
balancing the budget and all the action 
in the world not doing so, we are bar-
tering away our future. 

Look at this growth of a little over a 
year—$320 billion more in deficits. Yet, 
they sit down there at the White House 
and act like everything is going just 
perfectly, like they are making real 
headway on the budgetary deficit. 
When this gets up much over $5.13 tril-
lion into $6 trillion, the interest 
against the national debt is going to 
eat us alive. Then the pressure will be 
to monetize the debt—that is, print 
dollars like they did in Germany, 
where it took a wheelbarrow to buy a 
loaf of bread, so we can pay off our debt 
with cheap dollars and basically de-
fraud all the people who rely on the 
valid well-being of the United States. 

We have to face this. This is the time 
to do it. I hope our colleagues on the 
other side will get real on this. Every-
body in Washington knows, and I think 
most people out in the country know, 
that this argument over Social Secu-
rity is a false, fallacious and ridiculous 
argument. We have to do what is right 
now. 

I thank my dear colleague from Geor-
gia for leading this matter right now 
and having people here to speak to this 
issue. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Utah, not only 
for his remarks this afternoon, but for 
the extended effort over the years to 
produce a sound fiscal policy in the 
United States in the management of 
our financial affairs. 

I now recognize the junior Senator 
from Utah for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized for up to 
10 minutes. 

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. 
President. This problem, like the poor, 
seems to always be with us. I can re-
member debates about balancing the 
budget and dealing with the budget def-
icit that go back 30 and 40 years. In the 
1992 election, when President Clinton 
ran, this was a major issue, primarily 
because of Ross Perot. Ross Perot 
raised it, Ross Perot made an issue out 
of it and Ross Perot, I think, got his 
finest reaction on the television, when 
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he was being attacked for his lack of 
experience, when he responded by say-
ing, ‘‘You’re right; I don’t have experi-
ence. I have never run up a $4 trillion 
deficit in any of the businesses I have 
run. I don’t know how to do that.’’ 

I am not a supporter of Ross Perot. I 
voted for George Bush and campaigned 
for George Bush and think the country 
would be better off if George Bush had 
won. But I do give Mr. Perot his due for 
having focused our attention on this 
issue. 

I ran in 1992 as well, so was heavily 
involved in it. At the time, the deficit 
was around $300 billion a year. I re-
member saying to those people who 
came to my town meetings and heard 
me as I was campaigning, ‘‘Let me 
make a prediction. I predict that no 
matter who wins the election, the def-
icit will go down, and it will go down 
fairly significantly, and every politi-
cian in Washington will take credit for 
having made it go down, and none of 
them will have had anything to do with 
it at all.’’ 

I think I predicted correctly. The def-
icit has gone down. It is roughly half 
what it used to be. 

Let me remind everybody, lest they 
fall into the trap of misunderstanding 
what I am saying, the deficit is not the 
debt. To say the deficit is half what it 
was in 1992 is like saying to your teen-
aged child, ‘‘You’re overspending by 
$200 a month your allowance, but that’s 
all right because you used to overspend 
by $400 a month, so your deficit has 
been cut in half.’’ No. The debt keeps 
going up with every dollar of the def-
icit. But the deficit has indeed been cut 
in half. 

Why was I able to predict that the 
deficit would be cut in half in 1992 with 
such accuracy? Two things. As I say, 
the politicians had nothing to do with 
either one of them. 

No. 1, the cold war is over. President 
Clinton talks about the number of Gov-
ernment employees who have been sev-
ered from Government service since he 
has been President. He says, ‘‘We’ve 
eliminated some 270,000 civilian jobs.’’ 
He is right. Over 200,000 of those are in 
the Defense Department. 

This is the so-called peace dividend 
that we heard about for so long. We are 
now at peace. The cold war is over. We 
are not spending nearly as much on the 
Defense Department as we used to. We 
have eliminated some 200,000 jobs of ci-
vilians in the Defense Department. As 
a result of that, the deficit has come 
down. Did any politician here have 
anything to do with it? No. In my opin-
ion, the politician who should be most 
credited with ending the cold war is 
named Ronald Reagan. And he left 
town some time ago. 

The second reason the deficit has 
come down is because the savings and 
loan bailout has been taken care of. I 
am a businessman. Anybody who has 
been in business knows what an ex-
traordinary expenditure is. An extraor-
dinary expenditure is something you 
have to pay that is not part of your ev-
eryday activity. 

We had to pay hundreds of billions of 
dollars to the depositors at savings and 
loan institutions whose money was in-
sured by the Federal Government. 
These S&L’s went under, and while we 
can prosecute the owners and the man-
agers of the S&L’s if they have com-
mitted fraud, we have an obligation to 
pay off the depositors. So the cost of 
paying those depositors was going 
through the budget process like a pig 
in a python—a big bulge. Once it was 
digested, the python went back to its 
normal size. 

We paid off the last of the savings 
and loans obligations a year or so ago. 
Somewhat to our surprise, we found 
out the properties we were left with, 
those S&L assets we seized in order to 
pay off the obligations, are worth more 
than was anticipated. So we got more 
in selling those properties than we ex-
pected, and we did not have to pay as 
much as we had expected in the obliga-
tions. 

Put those two facts together and 
what do you get? You get a reduction 
in the deficit short term, one time. 
That is what I want to emphasize. This 
reduction in the deficit that was so 
predictable is a short-term, one-time 
phenomenon. 

Look at the future and you see what 
June O’Neill, the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, told us in the 
Appropriations Committee last week; 
by the time some of the young folks 
who are here in the galleries observing 
the Senate operate are into their ca-
reers, that is, in the year 2020, 2030, not 
that far away, if we do not do some-
thing about the structural deficit—not 
this extraordinary expenditure kind of 
deficit that we had—if we do not do 
something about the structural deficit, 
June O’Neill says, at that point the na-
tional debt will be 180 percent of gross 
domestic product. 

In other words, we will owe 180 per-
cent of everything we produce in a sin-
gle year. That is the same as saying, 
‘‘OK, if you have a $100,000-a-year sal-
ary, you have $180,000 in debt.’’ 

The highest point in our history in 
terms of our debt was at the height of 
the Second World War when our debt 
stood at 130 percent of our gross domes-
tic product. That was when we were at 
war fighting for our survival. We were 
willing to risk the debt under those cir-
cumstances. 

The regular structural debt—that has 
nothing to do with war, nothing to do 
with emergencies, nothing to do with 
drought—in the working careers of the 
young people who come on their spring 
breaks and vacations to see us in the 
gallery, in their working careers you 
will see the debt higher than it was at 
the height of the Second World War if 
we do not do something about it. 

We do not seem to be able to do any-
thing about it. We passed balanced 
budgets. The President has vetoed 
them. We have come up with ways of 
controlling the spending. The Presi-
dent has vetoed them. Again and again 
we have had a legislative fix, and the 

answer has been, ‘‘We’ll deal with that 
tomorrow.’’ I have said on this floor be-
fore, I think the theme song of this ad-
ministration should be from the musi-
cal ‘‘Annie’’ because Annie was always 
singing about ‘‘tomorrow, tomorrow,’’ 
we will balance the budget tomorrow. 
It is always a day away. 

When we say, let us start today, it is 
always, well, if you start today, it will 
start to hurt a little bit, so we will 
promise to hurt you tomorrow, but we 
will continue to spend today. 

Apparently, the only way to get any-
body’s attention finally in this cir-
cumstance is to put it into our basic 
law. I have resisted this all my polit-
ical career. I felt the Constitution 
should not be tampered with. I am a 
very reluctant and late-coming convert 
to the idea of a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. I am 
there because I have come to the con-
clusion that there is, in fact, no other 
way. 

So I join with my colleagues rising 
on the floor today to say, not tomor-
row, today, and not through hopes and 
pledges and expressions of good inten-
tions, but through writing it into our 
basic law and putting into our basic 
structure on which all other laws are 
built the requirement that we get our 
financial affairs in order, so that the 
young people who come to see us can 
send their children to come to see our 
children and have the debates over sub-
stantive ways to spend the taxpayers’ 
money, instead of being in a cir-
cumstance where we have no choices 
because everything has to go to service 
the enormous national debt that we are 
looking at if we do not get this cir-
cumstance under control. 

For that reason, Mr. President, I join 
with my colleagues in endorsing a bal-
anced budget amendment and hope 
that we are successful this week in see-
ing it pass. I yield the floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Utah for a 
very forceful presentation. 

I want to reiterate a point, before I 
yield to the Senator from Idaho, that 
was made by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi when he opened this discussion. 
He pointed out that this vote is to 
allow the States to take up the issue of 
whether or not the Constitution should 
be amended. The other side does not 
even want the States to carry on and 
conduct the debate of this great na-
tional issue. They do not want to let it 
go to the States. 

I find that uniquely Washingtonian. 
‘‘No. We have to keep it all here. We 
don’t dare let the States debate this 
great issue and make their voices 
heard.’’ It takes three-fourths of them 
to ratify this before it would become 
an amendment to the Constitution. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield up 
to 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Idaho who, I might add, has also been a 
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driving force behind the effort to se-
cure a balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me 
thank my colleague from Georgia and 
the Senator from Utah who has just 
spoken on this fundamental American 
issue. 

Mr. President, I had the privilege of 
beginning my service to the State of 
Idaho in 1981 in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. By 1982, it had become ob-
vious to me that the collective bias, if 
you will, inside the Congress and else-
where in the Federal Government, at 
that time and still today, was largely 
to spend money, to tax when you had 
to, but clearly to spend money on those 
programs that you felt most beneficial 
to your constituency. And when tax-
ation was not popular, the bias was to 
go ahead and borrow the money be-
cause—that was certainly popular in 
the 1970’s and 1980’s and into the early 
1990’s—if you could bring home one 
Government program after another and 
deliver it to your constituency, espe-
cially if you did not have to pay for it 
in the form of taxes, you were just an 
extremely popular politician and you 
tended to get reelected year after year 
after year. Thank goodness the atti-
tude has changed a bit in Congress. 

It was in 1982 that I and a Democrat 
Congressman from Texas, Charlie Sten-
holm, first introduced, and joined 
forces in a bipartisan effort to pass, a 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution on the floor of the U.S. 
House of Representatives. At that 
time, I and others traveled nationwide 
from State to State asking the State 
legislatures to petition the Congress 
for the very right that the Senator 
from Georgia has just spoken to—the 
right to speak to the Constitution, the 
right to amend the very basic docu-
ment of our country. 

From 1982 to 1995, this Congress has 
been struggling with the fact that they 
really did want to deny the American 
people the right to speak their will on 
their Constitution, to reshape their 
Constitution, in a very important way, 
in what it would do to direct, to simply 
limit, the Congress of the United 
States and its activities. 

In 1982, if you looked at the polls, the 
public was somewhat concerned about 
a balanced budget amendment. It was 
not until the late 1980’s when the defi-
cits were soaring to nearly $300 billion 
a year that this issue finally became an 
urgent issue with the American people. 
Even in a poll today, after 2 long years 
of struggling with liberal Democrats 
and fighting to try to balance a budget, 
the American people, now 83 percent 
strong, say, ‘‘Give us a constitutional 
amendment for us to speak on, to de-
bate and ratify, that would force the 
Congress of the United States to bal-
ance its budget.’’ 

From 1982 to 1996, this issue has be-
come, without question, the most im-
portant, single, driving issue in the 

minds of the average person out there. 
That average American believes in a 
balanced budget, and recognizes the 
tremendous difficulties that the Con-
gress itself has had in attempting to 
balance the budget, and therefore be-
lieves it will take the weight of the 
Constitution to balance the budget. 

What does it mean in real terms? Mr. 
President, we talk about a constitu-
tional amendment requiring the Con-
gress to function in certain ways. All 
well and good. Everybody wants a bal-
anced budget and wants our Govern-
ment to keep their fiscal house in 
order. Even this President, who only 
pays simple lip service to a balanced 
budget and does not really mean it—we 
saw between 1992 to 1994 when he was 
big spender No. 1 and big taxer No. 1. 
Now, of course, because of 1994 and the 
elections, he has changed his tune a 
lot. In fact, it is awfully hard to tell 
who he is these days, but we do know 
he at least says he is now for a bal-
anced budget. Not for a constitutional 
amendment. Oh, no, do not force the 
Government to be fiscally responsible. 
Just trust Bill. Just trust the Presi-
dent that he will be a responsible pub-
lic servant, along with the Congress, 
that for now, 36 years, has been unable 
to balance its budget. As critical as I 
am of this President, his own people 
said in his budget for 1995 that, because 
of the way Government spends, that fu-
ture generations are going to look at 
paying 82 percent of their income into 
taxation on an annual basis for all lev-
els of Government service and to pay 
interest on the debt. I cannot imagine 
any one young person, let alone any 
adult, who would believe that to be ac-
ceptable. Yet the best minds from this 
Government supposedly say that is a 
fact, unless we change things. 

The National Taxpayers Union esti-
mates a child born today, in his or her 
lifetime, is going to pay an extra 
$180,000 in taxes just to pay interest on 
the current accruing Federal debt. 
Those are the people reasons that we 
ought to do something. Clearly, the 
ability to keep our fiscal house in 
order, Mr. President, is of paramount 
importance to any one American’s fu-
ture and to the future and strength of 
this country. 

The balanced budget bill that the 
President vetoed this last year would 
have begun the very important process 
to lead us to the balanced budget we 
speak of by the year 2002. What does it 
mean to the American family if we 
would have been able to accomplish 
what the President vetoed on one side 
and then said he was for on the other? 
About $2,400 a year in mortgage pay-
ments for a $75,000, 30-year mortgage. 
That is significant money. How about 
$1,000 on the lifetime of a 4-year car 
loan? That is big money to an Amer-
ican family. How about $1,900 on the 
life of a 10-year student loan? All we 
have heard from this administration 
when we tried to adjust the student 
loan program is that we were cutting 
the loan program, when we did not cut 

loans or eligibility a dime. Yet, they 
will not balance their budget to give 
the student who has to pay the interest 
on the debt that he or she has accrued 
the benefit of a $1,900 savings on a 10- 
year student loan. That is big money 
to real families, spread across millions 
and millions of students who need stu-
dent loans to put themselves through 
their undergraduate years. 

How about 6 million new jobs by the 
year 2002—just from balancing the 
budget. And there are other kinds of 
growth or multipliers in the economy 
that will occur if we are able to do this. 
Those are the good reasons. That is 
why we ought to be balancing the 
budget. 

Now, can we get there without a con-
stitutional amendment? Well, I think 
everyone watching today, and cer-
tainly the American people over the 
last 2 years, have watched us play the 
game. Some of us were deadly serious 
about a balanced budget. I am afraid 
the other side of the aisle was not at 
all that interested. We have heard one 
plan, two plans, four plans, six plans. 
Oh, there are all kinds of plans to bal-
ance the budget. But when that side of 
the aisle disagrees with this side of the 
aisle, and ultimately, in the end, with 
the President’s veto standing there 
over us, balanced budgets simply do 
not occur because the Constitution 
does not require them. We have only 
our ability to work together to solve 
this, and that is not enough. 

I have always been convinced from 
the very day that I fought for a bal-
anced budget amendment on the floor 
of the U.S. House in 1982 that we need-
ed the extraordinary power of the Con-
stitution to force the Congress of the 
United States and those who serve it to 
be fiscally responsible. We had 
learned—not this particular Senator, 
but a good many before him—that 
there were all kinds of ways to game 
the system, and in the end you could 
ultimately tell the American people 
you were doing one thing when, in fact, 
you were doing something different. 

It does not work that way when the 
Constitution requires you to respond in 
a certain manner. Oh, there are those 
who would say you can just ignore the 
Constitution. Mr. President, that is 
one thing that is not ignored around 
here. In the privileged time I have had 
to serve the State of Idaho in Congress, 
I have seen the Constitution is not in-
tentionally ignored. There are times 
when what we do gets judged by the 
courts to be constitutionally lacking. 
When that occurs with a law we pass, 
we make the necessary decisions and 
adjustments to change it and bring it 
back into shape. 

Since 1969 we have had 27 unbalanced 
budgets in a row. From 1960 on, 35 of 36 
budgets have been unbalanced. A ma-
jority of the American people have 
seen the Federal Government balance 
its books only once or never. Yet, when 
our Founding Fathers created this 
great country, they did not require this 
as a constitutional requirement be-
cause they simply felt there would 
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never be a day when the budgets would 
not be balanced. If they did become un-
balanced, certainly, the fiscally re-
sponsible Congress would move quickly 
to bring them back into balance. 

Mr. President, let me conclude by 
saying we will have an opportunity 
once again to vote on a constitutional 
amendment to require Congress and 
the President to balance the Federal 
budget. I know of no single, stronger 
way to allow the American people to 
debate the issue of a balanced budget 
in every State capital of this Nation, 
than to allow the legislatures of all of 
the States to move in the constitu-
tionally prescribed way, and that is to 
ratify or deny a constitutional amend-
ment—the 28th—to our Constitution, 
which would require the Government of 
this country to balance its budget on 
an annual basis. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, it 

is my understanding that the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona would 
like to speak on this subject matter. If 
he is willing, I would be pleased to re-
place him as Presiding Officer and 
yield up to 10 minutes from the Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

(Mr. COVERDELL assumed the 
chair). 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I appreciate 
the Senator conducting this special 
order, and I appreciate his yielding 
time for me to speak on the matter of 
the balanced budget amendment. 

I think the case for the balanced 
budget amendment is now stronger 
than ever. Many of the critics of the 
balanced budget amendment in the 
past have argued that it was unneces-
sary, that if Congress only had the 
courage and the will, it could balance 
the budget and do so without the ex-
plicit mandate to do so in the Constitu-
tion. 

Well, Mr. President, the majority of 
Congress did finally muster the cour-
age and the will on November 17 of last 
year when it passed the Balanced Budg-
et Act. For the first time in 26 years, a 
majority in the Senate and the House 
approved a comprehensive plan to 
begin to limit Federal spending and to 
balance the Federal budget. 

But courage and will—and the votes 
of the majority in the Congress—were 
not enough to overcome President 
Clinton’s dogged determination to 
spend beyond the Nation’s means. A 
President committed to big Govern-
ment can always be counted on to use 
every tool at his disposal to thwart 
progress toward a balanced budget, to 
wear down the courage and the will of 
even the most steadfast of the deficit 
hawks. 

On April 25, for example, a majority 
in Congress concluded that it was easi-
er to yield to President Clinton’s de-
mand for more spending than to fight 
for maximum deficit reduction. The 
omnibus appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1996—a bill that I opposed—spent 
about $5 billion more than was origi-
nally intended. The Senate added an-
other $5 billion to the fiscal year 1997 
budget resolution 2 weeks ago to ap-

pease the President. Granted, the addi-
tional spending is offset by savings 
achieved in other areas. But if Con-
gress had applied those offsets to def-
icit reduction instead of accommo-
dating the President’s demands for 
more spending, it would be that much 
easier to achieve the goal of balancing 
the budget. As it stands, it will be bil-
lions of dollars harder to achieve the 
goal of a balanced budget by the year 
2002. 

The balanced budget amendment 
would correctly put the onus on the 
President in future situations like this. 
Instead of requiring Congress to mus-
ter a supermajority vote to limit Gov-
ernment spending—for example, to 
override President Clinton’s veto of 
more frugal appropriations legisla-
tion—the balanced budget amendment 
would require the President to orches-
trate a supermajority to vote for his 
proposals to add to the deficit. 

Mr. President, this illustrates the 
problem. It is far easier to spend 
money than it is to save it. While it 
will take a supermajority to save tax-
payer money and balance the budget 
over President Clinton’s veto, it takes 
only a simple majority to spend hard- 
earned tax dollars. In fact, because so 
much of the Federal budget is on auto-
pilot, the Government can spend more 
every year without taking any vote at 
all. 

President Clinton uses this fact to 
his advantage. He claims to support a 
balanced budget, but resists every ef-
fort to accomplish that objective, 
knowing full well that inaction means 
that the Government will continue to 
grow and that Federal spending will 
continue to escalate. 

The fact is, despite claims to the con-
trary, President Clinton has never pro-
posed a budget that would actually 
achieve balance. Speaking about the 
latest budget proposed by the adminis-
tration, the Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office, June O’Neill, said 
in testimony on April 17, ‘‘Under CBO’s 
more cautious economic and technical 
assumptions, the basic policies out-
lined in the President’s budget would 
bring down the deficit to about $80 bil-
lion by the year 2002 instead of pro-
ducing the budget surplus that the ad-
ministration estimates.’’ 

In other words, the President’s most 
frugal budget would still result in an 
$80 billion budget deficit. 

So for all of the President’s procla-
mations that he is now a true believer 
in a balanced budget, the fact is that 
he has yet to offer an honest plan to 
achieve balance by any date certain. 

By contrast, the budget that the Con-
gress passed last year and the budget 
we just passed 2 weeks ago, do achieve 
balance and they do so while pro-
tecting the programs that are most im-
portant to the American people. We 
promised not to cut Medicare. We do 
not. Medicare spending would be al-
lowed to grow at twice the rate of in-
flation. In fact, per beneficiary spend-
ing would grow from $5,200 in 1996 to 
$7,000 in 2002—a 35-percent increase. We 
allow it to grow, but at a sustainable 
level. 

We provide a $500-per-child tax credit 
for every child under 18 years of age. 
We protect Social Security. We reform 
Medicaid and continue progress toward 
more market-oriented farm policies. 

Mr. President, there are good reasons 
to balance the budget. The Congres-
sional Budget Office predicts that a 
balanced budget would facilitate a re-
duction in long-term real interest rates 
of between 1 and 2 percent. That means 
that more Americans will have the 
chance to live the American dream—to 
own their own homes. A 2-percent re-
duction on a typical 30-year mortgage 
in my State of Arizona would save 
homeowners over $230 a month. That is 
$2,655 each year. That same 2-percent 
reduction in interest rates on a typical 
$15,000 car loan would save buyers $676. 
The savings would also accrue on stu-
dent loans, credit cards, and loans to 
businesses that want to expand and 
create new jobs. Reducing interest 
rates is probably one of the most im-
portant things we can do to help people 
across this country, and reductions in 
interest rates are the first result of a 
balanced budget. 

With that in mind, I urge my col-
leagues to vote for the balanced budget 
amendment when it comes before the 
Senate later this week. It has been a 
long time in coming, and it is urgently 
needed. 

Before closing, I want to make one 
final point. Ideally, the balanced budg-
et amendment should include a tax or 
spending limitation, or both, because it 
matters how we balance the budget. 

I have long advocated a spending 
limit as the best approach. The bal-
anced budget spending limitation 
amendment, Senate Joint Resolution 3, 
which I introduced in January 1995, in-
cludes such a limitation. It would re-
quire a balanced budget and limit 
spending to 19 percent of the gross na-
tional product, which is roughly the 
level of revenue that the Federal Gov-
ernment has collected over the last 40 
years. 

Limit spending and there is no need 
to consider tax increases. Congress 
would not be allowed to spend the addi-
tional revenue raised. Link Federal 
spending to economic growth, as meas-
ured by GNP, and an incentive is cre-
ated for Congress to promote pro- 
growth economic policies. The more 
the economy grows, the more the Con-
gress is allowed to spend, but always 
proportionate to the size of the econ-
omy. 

A tax limit is the next best approach, 
and that is why we have advocated a 
supermajority to raise taxes. 

The tax limitation amendment that I 
introduced earlier this year—an initia-
tive the House just voted on on April 
15—would require a two-thirds vote of 
each House of Congress to approve tax 
increases. It would make an important 
addition to the Constitution, whether 
or not the balanced budget amendment 
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is approved, but it is particularly im-
portant if the balanced budget amend-
ment does become part of our Constitu-
tion. I do not believe that the balanced 
budget amendment should become an 
excuse to raise taxes. That is why I be-
lieve it should be accompanied by ei-
ther a spending limitation or a tax lim-
itation. 

Mr. President, the balanced budget 
amendment is no panacea. A constitu-
tional spending or tax limitation must 
follow to ensure that the budget is bal-
anced in the right way—by eliminating 
spending. But it is essential that we 
take this first important step and pass 
the balanced budget amendment when 
it comes before us this week. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the amendment and hope that we can 
adopt it and change the Constitution, 
that the States will ratify it, and that 
we will in fact require a balanced budg-
et amendment requiring the Congress 
to maintain a balanced budget for our 
Federal Government. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
compliment you on your remarks. I did 
not have a chance to do so to the Sen-
ator from Idaho and all the others that 
have risen in support of the balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion. If I could take just a minute to 
try to step back from this day-to-day 
routine and debate that we find our-
selves in in the U.S. Senate in Wash-
ington, DC, not long ago—getting on to 
running on the second year—President 
Clinton’s Bipartisan Commission on 
Entitlements issued its report. Mr. 
President, in that report it showed us— 
holding it right here in front of me— 
that in the year 2006, five Federal pro-
grams will consume 100 percent vir-
tually of the U.S. Treasury. Though 
there is a little bit left—enough to run 
about one-third of the current Defense 
Department—that is it. That is within 
all of our watch. That is just within a 
decade. The five programs are Social 
Security, Medicare, Medicaid, Federal 
retirement, and the interest only on 
our debt—the interest only. 

So we have in these Halls of Congress 
over the last 30 to 40 years put in place 
a potential catastrophe. We have 
talked about this for many, many 
years. Mr. President, the responsibility 
for addressing these problems can no 
longer be passed to someone in the fu-
ture. We can no longer pass the baton. 
We are at the moment as we approach 
the new century of exercising prudent 
disciplines to bring into check the fi-
nancial affairs of these United States 
of America of which the balanced budg-

et amendment is a critical component. 
We have been joined by the Senator 
from Illinois who has been a dogged ad-
vocate of a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution. I am going 
to yield to him in just a moment. 

Let me just say, Mr. President, that 
when a generation of Americans con-
sciously engages in consuming the re-
sources of a future generation it is en-
gaged in abrogating their freedom. 
This country was birthed in the pursuit 
of freedom, and thousands of its citi-
zens lie under markers across the world 
in unending and exhaustive efforts to 
protect our freedom. What no country 
was ever able to do from the outside we 
are close to doing to ourselves. We 
have been engaged in a domestic abuse 
that could have the very effect that we 
fought for so long to protect. 

We just heard a Senator on this floor 
say unchecked a child born yesterday 
will forfeit 84 percent of their living 
wages to pay for this. That cannot hap-
pen. American citizens already work 
from January 1 to May 7 before they 
get to keep their first paycheck. If we 
do not bring this into check they would 
only get to keep their paycheck in the 
month of December. 

This is just not a business about 
numbers, Mr. President. We are dis-
cussing freedom of the Americans who 
follow us. No generation of Americans 
I can imagine would ever consciously 
be engaged in robbing the future of the 
very freedom we fought to enjoy our-
selves. 

Mr. President, I would like to yield 
up to 10 minutes to my distinguished 
colleague from Illinois, Senator SIMON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, and my 
colleague from Georgia, I thank you. 

I am pleased to rise in support of 
this. Let me comment first of all on 
the politics of this because there are 
those on my side who say this is polit-
ical. And I do not think there is any 
question that its timing right now is in 
part political. That does not get to the 
merits of it, however. 

I would have to say—and I say this as 
someone who is supporting Bill Clinton 
for reelection—that BOB DOLE has been 
consistent on this. This is not a phony 
position that he is taking in order to 
gain a few votes in an election. 

Second, in terms of the politics, let 
me just add that if we should pass it we 
give BOB DOLE a small victory in terms 
of politics because whatever has hap-
pened in the past people do not worry 
about that in an election. They talk 
about what is going to happen in the 
future. If we defeat it—and it is Demo-
crat votes that defeat it—then you 
hand BOB DOLE a much bigger issue. 
That is the political reality. 

A second political reality is the pub-
lic image—I say to my friends on the 
Republican side—of Republicans is 
they simply are too hard-hearted, are 
not considerate of those who struggle 
in our society, and too often candidly 
propose amendments and pass bills 

that confirm that impression. On our 
side, the public image is they are good- 
hearted people. But they are fiscally 
reckless. And too often we seem to go 
out of our way to confirm that. And if 
it is Democratic votes that defeat this 
tomorrow, or whenever we vote on this, 
we will have played into what is the 
worst of our perceptions. 

But aside from the politics—and the 
politics really should be extremely sec-
ondary—we are talking about some-
thing that is absolutely essential for 
the future of our country. This is not a 
new idea. Thomas Jefferson was the 
first person to suggest that we needed 
this kind of a constitutional amend-
ment. He was not in the United States 
in 1787 when the Constitution was writ-
ten. He was negotiating for us in Paris. 
When he got back, he said, ‘‘If I could 
just add one amendment to the Con-
stitution it would be to prohibit the 
Federal Government from borrowing 
money.’’ He wanted an absolute prohi-
bition which this amendment does not 
do. It leaves room for emergencies to 
have deficits. But he said one genera-
tion should no more be willing to pay 
for the previous generation’s debts 
than for the debts of another country. 
That was a very interesting observa-
tion from him. 

I was reading the other day and came 
across where John Kennedy in 1963 
complained about the huge amount of 
money that was being paid for interest 
for which we got nothing. Do you know 
what the gross interest expenditure 
was in 1963? Mr. President, $9 billion. 
That is a terrible waste of money. But 
do you know what the latest Congres-
sional Budget Office figure is for this 
fiscal year? Gross interest expendi-
ture—$344 billion. What if we had such 
a constitutional amendment in place in 
1963, or what if we had it in place in 
1980 when the total debt was less than 
$1 trillion? And if we do not pass it to-
morrow, 5 years from now or 10 years 
from now the situation will be much 
worse. And people will say, ‘‘Why 
didn’t they act?’’ Why, indeed? Mr. 
President, $344 billion—we will spend 11 
times more on interest than on edu-
cation, 22 times more on interest than 
foreign aid, and twice as much on in-
terest as all of our poverty programs. 
What do we get for it? Nothing other 
than higher interest rates. 

And I mentioned foreign aid. It is in-
teresting. We now pay in interest to 
other countries somewhere in excess of 
$45 billion a year—when I say other 
countries, I am including people who 
own the bonds; maybe individuals in 
other countries. In other words, we are 
spending roughly three times as much 
on interest for those who are more for-
tunate than we are spending on foreign 
aid for those who are less fortunate. 
And it is getting worse. One of the pub-
lications I receive—and I am sure it 
has a very small circulation—is called 
Grant’s Interest Rate Observers, pub-
lished in New York City. 

The last edition has this very inter-
esting statistic: May 17, 1995, foreign 
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central bank holdings of Treasuries, 
$444 billion; May 15, 1996, 1 year later— 
it was $444 billion—it is $553 billion. 
And it is not going to go on indefi-
nitely. 

The distinguished economist Lester 
Thurow said that at some point other 
countries and people in other countries 
are going to say, ‘‘We are not going to 
buy those bonds anymore.’’ The ques-
tion is not if they are going to say 
that; the question is when they are 
going to say that. We are headed for se-
rious, serious trouble. 

If you read an Adam Smith 
quotation—I should have brought it 
over here—in his ‘‘Wealth of Nations,’’ 
1776, he said this is the history of na-
tions: They pile up more and more 
debt, and then they find out the only 
politically satisfactory answer to solv-
ing the debt problem is to debase the 
currency. 

That is where we are headed. Let no 
one make any mistake about it. Unless 
we have the discipline of a constitu-
tional amendment, we will eventually 
do what the economists call monetize 
the debt. We are just going to start the 
printing presses rolling, because as you 
look at Social Security and other pro-
jections of entitlements in the long 
run, eventually some Congress—we 
may not be around at that point; I cer-
tainly will not be around—is going to 
face one of three very drastic choices. 
First, to dramatically increase taxes. 
And you know how popular that would 
be. Or to dramatically cut back on So-
cial Security and other expenditures, 
and you know how popular that would 
be. And the third option, print more 
money, and that is where we are head-
ed. 

Now, the opponents will say we can 
do it without it. Both sides have agreed 
we are going to have a 7-year balanced 
budget. My friends, the Presiding Offi-
cer, the distinguished Senator from Ar-
izona, will grow green hair before the 
budget is balanced in 7 years under this 
proposal. It just is not going to happen. 
Both parties put the really tough 
choices out to the end of 7 years. That 
is the politically easy thing to do. If it 
was politically easy, we would have 
balanced the budget a longtime ago. 
What we like to do is tell people we are 
for balancing the budget, but we are 
going to put off these really difficult 
decisions. 

We need the discipline of a constitu-
tional amendment to force us to do the 
right thing. 

Now, some will argue, well, we ought 
to exclude Social Security. And we 
have since 1969 had a unified budget 
that has included Social Security. I 
have always favored excluding Social 
Security. Some of us who have been 
pushing this have tried to negotiate 
where we could over a period of years 
move in that direction to protect So-
cial Security even more. But real can-
didly, we have been unable to pick up 
any additional votes by doing that. But 
let no one use the figleaf of Social Se-
curity to cover opposition to this. Bob 

Myers, chief actuary for Social Secu-
rity for 21 years, said it is absolutely 
essential for the future of Social Secu-
rity that we have a balanced budget 
amendment, because if we do not have 
a balanced budget amendment, frank-
ly, we are going to monetize the debt, 
and that means just printing the 
money and the trust funds will just 
really move down. 

I see I am being signaled on time. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

yield 3 minutes to the Senator from Il-
linois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague. 
Let me just add two or three more 

points. We are spending an increasing 
percentage of our tax dollar on inter-
est. I do not care whether you are Re-
publican or Democrat, liberal or con-
servative. That just does not make 
sense. We ought to be spending our 
money on goods and services. And then 
let us differ on whether we have a na-
tional health program, which I strong-
ly favor. Maybe my colleagues here dif-
fer with me on that. But we ought to 
have pay-as-you-go Government, and if 
we want to have a program, we have to 
pay for it. And if we do not have the 
courage to vote the revenue, we cannot 
have the program—just that basic. It is 
true for a family. It must be true for a 
nation. 

This is also welfare in reverse. The 
biggest welfare program we have in the 
United States by far is interest, and it 
is welfare for the rich, and increasingly 
the rich beyond our borders. I know 
there are some who argue this trickle- 
down economic theory: Give to the 
wealthiest and it will help everybody. I 
have never bought that theory. I be-
lieve if you give money so people can 
buy General Motors cars, if you give to 
the people at the bottom, the president 
of General Motors is going to do all 
right, too. But it does not necessarily 
work in reverse. Even if you buy the 
trickle-down theory, who can argue 
that if you give money to wealthy peo-
ple in Japan and Saudi Arabia and 
Great Britain and The Netherlands, 
that is helping people here in the 
United States of America? 

We end up raising interest rates. We 
have seen Wharton and the other 
schools, the econometric studies that 
say if we pass this, when we achieve a 
balanced budget we will have interest 
rates—the largest projection—the 
prime rate dropping 3.5 percent. You 
have had the Concord Coalition study 
that says the deficit in the last 20 
years is costing the average American 
family today $15,500 a year in income, 
and yet we continue dissipating our 
funds, violating the future of our chil-
dren and our grandchildren. 

It just does not make sense. We 
ought to do the right thing, and the 
right thing is to have a balanced budg-
et requirement in the Constitution un-
less there is an emergency. Then you 
can get 60 percent of the vote. 

I thank my colleague from Georgia 
for his leadership. And let me just add 

my thanks to Senator HATCH and Sen-
ator CRAIG and Senator THURMOND and 
others. Senator DeConcini, when he 
was here, was very helpful on this. Sen-
ator HEFLIN has been, and others. But 
this is one where I know politics rears 
its head at this point in our Nation. 
This is one where we have to say, what 
does the Nation need? And I think it is 
very clear what we need. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator from Illinois leaves 
the Chamber, I wish to tell him that in 
his limited few minutes here I thought 
he made an absolutely eloquent presen-
tation as to why our Nation, this gen-
eration, and particularly those yet to 
come, are so dependent on the type of 
discipline as represented by the pro-
posal the Senator from Illinois sug-
gests. The Senator referred to Thomas 
Jefferson and his desire to have had 
this in the original Constitution. The 
reason, if you read through his works, 
is over and over there was an abiding 
fear of government and its spending 
proliferation consuming the resources 
of the breadearner, himself or herself. 
You see it over and over and over. 

If he were here today on this floor, he 
would be a very disappointed gen-
tleman, when he would know that the 
wages of a working family, currently 
almost half of them—it depends on who 
you are—are consumed by a growing 
and growing government. We just men-
tioned the data that, unchecked or un-
changed, a child born yesterday will 
forfeit 84 percent of his or her working 
lifetime wages. That is not possible. 
There will be a revolution. 

This is going to be solved. I will stop 
addressing this just to the Senator 
from Illinois so he can get on with his 
day—but this is going to be solved. We 
have two options. One, which is the 
proposal of the Senator from Illinois, 
that we as a people manage this prob-
lem, that we institute new disciplines, 
that we have a process that assures the 
people that their financial affairs will 
be managed. When we do that we very 
quickly, as everybody has alluded to, 
produce positive benefits. Or we can ig-
nore it, wait until that last 2 years of 
a 7-year plan, talk about it tomorrow, 
wait until someone else is in office, and 
we will create an absolute destabilized, 
wounded America that will trip into 
the new century instead of march into 
it. 

I admire the Senator from Illinois. 
As I said, those were eloquent remarks. 

Mr. SIMON. If my colleague will 
yield, I thank him for his comments. 
The reality is, we have already wound-
ed America. But the wounds will be-
come much more severe if we do not 
pay attention to this. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield the remainder of our time to the 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
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Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-

pliment my colleague from Georgia for 
his leadership on this issue, and also 
for his statement earlier. In addition, I 
compliment the Senator from Illinois 
for his leadership, for his cosponsoring 
this resolution, not just today but last 
year, not just last year but the year be-
fore. 

For several years Senator SIMON has 
been a leader in saying we should pass 
a constitutional amendment to balance 
the budget. He is right. He also makes 
it bipartisan, which is awfully impor-
tant. I would support this amendment 
if it was offered by the Democrats. If 
you had a Democrat in the White 
House or a Republican in the White 
House or an Independent, this amend-
ment should pass. It has passed in the 
Senate before. We actually passed this 
amendment in August 1982. It passed 
when Republicans gained control of the 
Senate for the first time. It passed 
with 69 votes, 69 to 31. 

The House never passed it. The House 
tried that year but they failed. They 
came up short. Then, after we had Re-
publican control of both Houses, the 
House passed it. And I compliment the 
House. They passed it on January 26, 
1995. The Senate again considered it 
and, unfortunately, it failed by one 
vote. Actually the final vote was 65–35. 
Everyone knows it takes 67 votes, but 
Senator DOLE moved to reconsider it, 
which he has that right to do, so we 
can have another try at it. I com-
pliment him for doing so. I believe this 
week we will have another chance to 
pass a constitutional amendment to 
balance the budget. 

I remember when we had this debate 
some of our colleagues said, ‘‘I believe 
in a balanced budget, I just do not 
think we have to have a constitutional 
amendment.’’ But I remember reading 
some remarks that were made by some 
people on the other side of the aisle 
that said we need a constitutional 
amendment. They voted for it. Actu-
ally, on March 1, 1994, I had a resolu-
tion that said we should pass a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the 
budget. Several of our colleagues on 
the Democrat side at that time sup-
ported it. But in 1995, when it was for 
real, after it had already passed the 
House, they voted no. That is unfortu-
nate. 

You might say, why did they vote no? 
President Clinton was against it. I wish 
he was not against it. Everybody in 
America should know that President 
Clinton was against a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget. If 
he were in favor of it, I am sure some 
of our colleagues who did not vote for 
it would vote to pass it and we could 
pass it this week. And we should pass it 
this week. 

Maybe there will be an election con-
version. I think we have noticed a 
great deal of flexibility on the part of 
President Clinton on a lot of issues. 
Maybe on this issue he would see the 
wisdom, supported by 80-some-odd per-
cent of the American people who say 

we should have a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget. 
Most all States have something like 
this in their constitutions. That hap-
pens to work. And we need it in our 
Constitution. 

I look at the words of one of our fore-
fathers, Thomas Jefferson, who said, in 
1798: 

I wish it were possible to obtain a single 
amendment to our Constitution. I would be 
willing to depend on that alone for reduction 
of the administration of our Government to 
the genuine principles of its Constitution. I 
mean an additional article taking from the 
Federal Government the power of borrowing. 

Thomas Jefferson, 1798. He was ex-
actly right. 

I have seen Government spending 
grow a lot, even since I have been here. 
If you look at the total amount of Gov-
ernment spending: In 1960 we spent less 
than $100 billion, in 1970 we spent less 
than $200 billion, by 1980 we spent al-
most triple that and went to about $600 
billion so you see it growing rather 
substantially. By 1990 it grew to over 
$1.2 trillion, and last year we spent 
over $1.5 trillion. So we have seen 
spending grow, and grow dramatically. 

The present occupant of the Chair, 
Senator KYL from Arizona, said: Wait a 
minute, we should have a limitation, a 
limitation on taxes. I figure maybe a 
limitation on spending. But we both 
see the growth of Government growing 
substantially. For every dollar that 
Government spends, we have to take it 
away from the American people, either 
in the form of taxes today, and/or in 
borrowing, both of which are taking 
money from the private sector and put-
ting it in the hands of the public sec-
tor. 

I happen to think that is part of the 
problem, because I think that the pri-
vate sector can spend money a lot bet-
ter. Families can spend the money a 
lot better than Government can, than 
bureaucrats can. I happen to think 
families care a lot more about edu-
cation than the bureaucrats in the De-
partment of Education. I think fami-
lies are a lot more interested in the 
health of their families than some bu-
reaucrat in the Department of Health 
and Human Services. I think families 
are a lot more concerned, families and 
local communities, about welfare than 
the massive bureaucracy that we now 
have, that has 334 federally controlled, 
Federal defined, federally determined 
benefits of welfare. I think States and 
local groups can do a lot better job in 
job training than when we have 156 dif-
ferent Federal job training programs. 
They are stacked on top of each other. 
That is the reason we see spending just 
going through the roof. So we need to 
reform it. 

How can we do it? If we have the ma-
jority votes we do not need a constitu-
tional amendment. Maybe not a simple 
majority, maybe we need 60 votes be-
cause in the Senate sometimes it takes 
60 to pass legislation. That is unfortu-
nate. We passed a balanced budget res-
olution earlier, last month. It was a 

good resolution. It does lead us. It 
shows how we can get to a balanced 
budget in 6 years; not in 7 years, in 6 
years. I support that. I think it is a 
giant step in the right direction. 

Some people would say President 
Clinton offered a balanced budget, and 
is that not good? I would say it is a 
marked contrast to what he offered a 
year ago in January, which had $200 
billion deficits forever. So we are mak-
ing progress. But if you look at the de-
tails you realize his budget is not real-
ly balanced. The Senator from Arizona 
quoted the Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office, who says, ‘‘No, it 
does not come into balance. Actually 
his budget, by the year 2002, has an $81 
billion deficit unless you have auto-
matic tax increases.’’ 

So, if the economy does not perform 
as well as President Clinton had antici-
pated, instead of having automatic 
spending reductions he has automatic 
tax increases. I do not think that is a 
good idea. Then, if you look at some of 
the other things he has in his budget, 
they are purely smoke and mirrors. He 
plays games with Medicare, taking 
home health care and moving that 
away from Medicare part A, moving it 
out, $55 billion. 

That is surely a charade. He cannot 
be serious. But we do have a serious 
budget. 

Some of our colleagues said, ‘‘I sup-
port a balanced budget, not the amend-
ment, but I support a balanced budg-
et.’’ Well, we passed a balanced budget 
and we did show, yes, we would cut ac-
tually some discretionary spending—it 
is almost a freeze—but little more than 
a freeze in discretionary spending. 

Take the total amount we spend on 
discretionary spending, about one-third 
of the budget. We spend $1.5 trillion, a 
little over that, one-third of that is dis-
cretionary spending. We basically 
freeze that for 6 years. We cut a little 
bit more than that from a freeze. Presi-
dent Clinton spends more than a freeze, 
and he cuts a lot more in defense. But 
we make that. 

Then we curb the growth of some en-
titlement programs. Some people are 
really playing scare tactics, trying to 
scare senior citizens saying, ‘‘Wait a 
minute, those policies the Republicans 
have, they’re not fair, they’re not real-
istic, they’re cutting Medicare too 
much.’’ 

It is totally false. For example, in 
Medicare in 1996, we are spending $186 
billion. Under our budget in 2002, that 
figure increases to $279 billion. That is 
an increase of 42 percent. That is not a 
cut. That is not a cut. If you look at 
per capita, last year it was $4,800 per 
senior. By the year 2002, it is going to 
be over $2,000 more. That is not a cut. 
If you go from less than $5,000 and you 
are spending $7,000, that is over a $2,000 
increase per capita in Medicare alone 
under our budget. 

What do we do? We keep Medicare 
solvent for at least 10 years. President 
Clinton does not do that. Medicare is 
going to go broke. Those are just the 
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facts. He may want to put the facts off, 
but you cannot fool the people. Actu-
ally, Medicare in the first 6 months of 
this year paid out $4.2 billion more 
than it took in. You cannot do that in-
definitely. You cannot sit back and 
just let that happen. If that happens, 
then Medicare is going to be broke and 
the hospitals and doctors will not be 
paid. 

To me, that is not responsible. Some 
people may want to play politics and 
they may think that is going to help 
them in elections, but I found seniors 
in my State of Oklahoma are very real-
istic. When you tell them the facts, 
they are very mature and very willing 
to do what is necessary to save the sys-
tem. Certainly, when you tell them, 
‘‘Wait a minute, Medicare is going to 
grow from $4,800 to $7,000,’’ they do not 
think that is a cut. 

What about welfare, Medicaid spend-
ing? Actually, in 1996, Medicaid spend-
ing was $95.7 billion. Under our pro-
posal, in the year 2002, it grows to 
$139.5 billion. That is a 46 percent in-
crease. That is not a cut. Medicaid goes 
up 46 percent in the next 6 years. That 
is not a cut. 

So I just make those two points, Mr. 
President, because a lot of people say, 
‘‘They are slashing the budget.’’ Actu-
ally, we do not slash the budget. In 
1996, we spent $1.57 trillion. In this one 
year what is estimated to be spent is 
$1.57 trillion. In the year 2002, we are 
going to be spending $1.846 trillion. 
That is an increase of $271 billion, or 
2.7 percent per year. 

So spending grows every single year. 
Entitlement spending grows every sin-
gle year, and we are able to save and 
keep Medicare solvent for 10 years. And 
we are able to deliver a balanced budg-
et. And we are able to give some tax re-
lief to American families. We are able 
to tell families, almost all working 
families with incomes less than $100,000 
in America, if they have children, they 
will get a $500 tax credit per child. 
That is in our budget. That is our 
statement that we really and truly be-
lieve American families can spend this 
money better than Washington, DC, 
and we can do that and balance the 
budget. 

I have heard President Clinton say he 
supports a tax credit for children. He 
campaigned on it in 1992, but he did not 
deliver it in 1993, 1994, or 1995. As a 
matter of fact, in 1993, instead of giving 
a tax reduction, as he campaigned for, 
he gave the largest tax increase in his-
tory, and he hit American families 
right between the eyes. 

He gave an increase in gasoline taxes, 
an increase for families that are on So-
cial Security income, and a big hit on 
other families. That is not fair, that is 
not right, that is not what he cam-
paigned on. Actually, he campaigned, 
and in his book said, ‘‘We’re against in-
creasing gasoline excise taxes.’’ Lo and 
behold, if you look at his tax increase 
in 1993, there was an increase in gaso-
line taxes. 

Now he says he would be willing to 
support reducing them temporarily. To 

me that is not good enough. It shows 
very much a strong inconsistency on 
the part of the President. Maybe he 
was not telling the truth. Maybe he did 
not level with the American people, 
but he did exactly the opposite of what 
he said he was going to do. In his book, 
he said he was opposed to gasoline tax 
increases, and in his tax increase, it 
had a 4.3-cent gasoline tax increase. 

The total net amount of tax reduc-
tion that we have under the budget 
proposal that has already passed is $122 
billion. President Clinton’s net tax re-
duction in 6 years on his so-called 
budget is $6 billion. There is no net tax 
cut for American families under Presi-
dent Clinton’s proposal. I think that is 
unfortunate. 

We do have a balanced budget pro-
posal. We do have a road map on how 
we can get there. We should do it. 
Thomas Jefferson was exactly right— 
exactly right. I just hope that my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle will 
look at this and ask, ‘‘What is in the 
best interest of the United States? 
Should we not pass a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget?″ 

I think we should, and we should do 
it this week. Thomas Jefferson was 
right, Mr. President. I hope that our 
colleagues will reconsider. I am proud 
of the Senators on this side of the 
aisle. We had 98 percent of the Repub-
licans, all but one, voted for a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et. I hope that we will have that strong 
support on this side of the aisle, and I 
hope a few of our colleagues who sup-
ported a constitutional amendment to 
balance the budget in the past will 
likewise vote for it this time and give 
the American people what they really 
want. And that is a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GRAMS). All time given to the Senator 
from Georgia has expired. 

Under the previous order, there will 
now be 30 minutes for debate under the 
control of the Democratic leader, or his 
designee. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, it is 
Monday, and we have had an hour and 
a half of morning business by the ma-
jority party. It is, ‘‘He said, she said, 
they said.’’ 

And it is, ‘‘President Clinton this’’ 
and ‘‘President Clinton that.’’ 

And it is, ‘‘We have a balanced budg-
et and the other folks don’t.’’ 

And it is, ‘‘They are the big spenders 
and we’re the folks who want to put 
America back on track.’’ 

Let us review exactly where we are, 
because it is important for people to 
understand what the business of the 
Senate is today. 

The business of the Senate is to dis-
cuss a proposal by the majority party 

to change the Constitution to balance 
the budget and require a balanced 
budget in the Constitution, and the 
pending order of business in the Senate 
is a missile program, a national missile 
defense program, called the ‘‘Defend 
America Act,’’ which will cost, accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office, 
upward of $60 billion of new spending 
just to construct—not to operate. 

So the same folks who have been 
treating us to an hour and a half of dis-
cussion about the need to change the 
Constitution to balance the budget are 
also saying, ‘‘By the way, we want to 
balance the budget, but we want a new 
$60 billion spending program, and we 
want to work on that immediately, and 
we demand that that money be spent 
right now.’’ 

Following that, also pending before 
the Senate, is we also want to cut the 
gasoline tax, and we also want a very 
substantial tax cut during the 7 years. 
All of this from the same folks. ‘‘We 
want a balanced budget, we want to in-
crease spending,’’ they say, ‘‘we want 
to cut taxes, gas tax and other taxes.’’ 
I do not understand what school they 
went to. I do not understand what 
arithmetic book they have studied. 

It seems to me to be consistent if one 
says, ‘‘Let’s change the Constitution to 
require a balanced budget,’’ and the 
very next act of business would not be 
to bring to the floor an enormously ex-
pensive new spending program called 
the Defend America Act, which is a 
nice way, a retitling, of saying we want 
to build star wars again. 

Everybody has a right to develop 
their priorities and to advertise them, 
however inconsistent they may be. I 
am going to talk tomorrow about the 
Defend America Act, or the star wars 
program. We have had some experience 
with that. The only one that was ever 
built, the antiballistic missile pro-
gram, was built in my State of North 
Dakota. There is a very large concrete 
monument to it, a large concrete pyr-
amid that sits up in the hills of North 
Dakota. In today’s dollars, $25 billion 
was spent in order to construct it, and 
it was decommissioned the same month 
it was declared operational—$25 billion. 
That is called shooting blanks. 

But it is all right, I guess, according 
to some, because it was not their 
money, it was the taxpayers’ money. 

That is the attitude of some—any-
thing that explodes, they want to 
build, any new weapons program they 
want to construct. Katie bar the door. 
The sky is the limit. The American 
taxpayers’ credit card is at stake, so 
let’s build it. 

The same people who say let us 
change the Constitution to require a 
balanced budget, in the next order of 
business on the Senate floor will also 
say, let us spend $60 billion on a pro-
gram that will not really defend Amer-
ica but that they can advertise will de-
fend America. 

At another time I will discuss that in 
greater detail. But first the issue of the 
constitutional amendment to balance 
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the budget. There is no balanced budg-
et, contrary to the claims made in the 
last 11⁄2 hours. 

This is from recent weeks on the 
floor of the Senate. It sat on every 
desk here in the Senate. It is from the 
Budget Committee. It is the budget 
passed by this Senate that advertised 
it was balancing the budget. It says for 
the year 2002 that there will be a $108 
billion deficit. This is the resolution 
they said balanced the budget. 

Why would that be the case? Why, if 
they advertise a product they say bal-
ances the budget, would it in the text 
of the bill laying on every desk of the 
Senate say that in the year 2002 the 
deficit will be $108 billion? Because 
they take money from the Social Secu-
rity trust funds, $108 billion, and use it 
over in the operating budget to say, 
‘‘Oh, by the way, our budget is in bal-
ance.’’ 

But technically the law prohibits 
them from doing that in this legisla-
tion, so the only place where you have 
to tell the truth is right here. And it 
laid on every Senator’s desk. Every one 
of the Senators who stood up stretched 
every inch of their height and pro-
claimed the budget was in balance. 
Even on their desks it demonstrated 
they were $108 billion short in the year 
2002. But there is nothing in the Senate 
that prohibits anybody from false ad-
vertising or false claims or deciding to 
boast about whatever they want to 
boast about. So they boasted this was a 
balanced budget. Of course, it was not. 

But the point I want to make today 
is that exactly what they did in the 
budget resolution for this year is what 
they insist on enshrining in the Con-
stitution. The language in the con-
stitutional amendment to balance the 
budget enshrines in the Constitution 
the provision that they shall use the 
Social Security trust fund surpluses to 
balance the Federal budget. There 
would not be one vote in favor of that 
proposition in the U.S. Senate today if 
you had to vote up or down on it. 

I was here in 1983, serving in the 
House Ways and Means Committee, 
when we passed the Social Security re-
form bill. That bill provided that we 
begin saving each year—that is, raising 
more money in the Social Security 
trust fund—than we spend out through 
payroll taxes in order to save for when 
the baby boomers retire. 

What is that all about? If you read 
your history books, you will know that 
just after the Second World War Amer-
ica had the largest crop of babies in its 
history. I am told that there was an 
enormous outpouring of affection and 
warmth and love when people who had 
been separated for long periods were re-
acquainted. And guess what? The war 
babies, the largest group of babies ever 
born in this country’s history, were 
born just after the Second World War, 
just after all those folks came back 
from fighting that war. They will re-
tire after the turn of the century. 

In 1983, the decision was made to 
begin saving in the Social Security sys-

tem for when we will need those funds 
when the baby boomers retire. This 
year, $69 billion more will be collected 
in the Social Security trust funds than 
will be spent out; $69 billion will be ac-
crued as a surplus this year alone. 

The proposition that the majority 
party brings to this Congress is to say 
this: Let us balance the budget, and let 
us, in fact, enshrine in the Constitu-
tion a provision that will balance the 
budget by allowing us to take the trust 
funds in the Social Security system 
every year and show it over here in the 
operating budget and claim we have 
balanced the operating budget. 

My colleague from North Dakota, 
Senator CONRAD, says if you were in 
business and did that, they would put 
you in jail. If you were in business and 
did that, and said, ‘‘By the way, I am 
going to balance my business budget 
this year by taking my employees’ pen-
sion funds, that is how I am going to 
balance my budget, I will just take 
their pension revenues and bring it 
over into the operating budget and 
claim I balanced my budget or made a 
profit,’’ you would have 2 years of hard 
tennis in a minimum-security prison, 
because you cannot do that. You ought 
not be able to do it in the Congress ei-
ther, and you especially ought not to 
be able to do it in the U.S. Constitu-
tion. 

If the majority party changed section 
7 of their constitutional amendment 
proposal to say that they will not mis-
use these Social Security trust funds 
to balance the budget, they would get 
75 votes for this proposition. But they 
will not do that. They will not do that 
because they understand that to lay 
their hands on the Social Security 
trust funds gives them an opportunity 
to claim they have balanced the budget 
even while they are pushing their own 
agenda of more tax cuts, building a $60 
billion star wars program. And the fact 
is, none of it adds up. None of it adds 
up. 

It is interesting. I have seen and 
heard the three stages of denial about 
the Social Security trust funds on the 
floor of the Senate. I will not name the 
Senators. I could, but I will not. Three 
Senators. 

One stands up and says, ‘‘There are 
no Social Security trust funds. There 
are no trust funds.’’ That is the first 
denial. The second Senator stands up 
and says, ‘‘There are trust funds, and 
we are not misusing them.’’ The second 
denial. The third denial is the Senator 
who stands up and says, ‘‘There are 
trust funds, and we are misusing them, 
but we promise to stop by the year 
2008.’’ All three assertions have been 
made by the majority side of the aisle. 

What is it? There are no trust funds? 
That is interesting. Tell the millions 
and millions of people who work, who 
pay into that trust fund every year 
with payroll taxes, that there are no 
trust funds, or there are trust funds 
but we are not misusing them. Explain 
this. Explain the bottom of the budget 
document that was brought to the floor 

of the Senate. Or there are trust funds, 
we are misusing them, and we promise 
to stop by 2008. Translated, this means: 
Allow us to write in the Constitution 
at least for the next 12 years that we 
can misuse Social Security trust funds 
to claim we balanced the budget that is 
not in balance. 

I know people have said, well, there 
has been switching here and there. 
Somebody voted for it before, then is 
against it. Look, when the constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et was previously brought to the floor 
of the Senate, Senator SIMON, who 
spoke not too long ago today, was an 
author. I raised the question with him 
about using the Social Security trust 
funds. The fact is, he wanted a con-
stitutional amendment that would ex-
clude the Social Security trust funds. 
He proposed that. He favored that. But 
in order to have a bipartisan coalition, 
he did not get that. But he said to me 
on the floor, and he said to others: We 
pledge that we will not be using the So-
cial Security trust funds. And others 
did as well. We had a pledge that that 
would not be the case. 

The second time around we not only 
did not have a pledge they would not 
use the Social Security trust funds, we 
had a vote on whether or not they 
would, and they voted to say, ‘‘We will 
use the Social Security trust funds.’’ 
Then people say the vote was exactly 
the same vote under the same cir-
cumstances. No, I am sorry to disagree. 
The first was a promise they would not 
misuse the Social Security trust funds, 
and the second was a legislative prom-
ise they would. Big difference, a dif-
ference that amounts to well over half 
a trillion dollars. 

I want us to balance the Federal 
budget. I will vote for a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget if 
they will change section 7 to say we 
are not going to misuse the Social Se-
curity trust funds. If they want to do 
that, they will get 75 votes, in my judg-
ment, for this constitutional amend-
ment. If they do not want to do that, it 
means they do not want a constitu-
tional amendment and do not intend to 
balance the budget. 

I also say, the most consistent thing 
they could do, those who allege they 
should balance the budget by enshrin-
ing in the Constitution a provision 
that they should misuse the Social Se-
curity trust funds, the most consistent 
thing they could do is bring to the 
floor of the U.S. Senate an agenda that 
could balance the budget. 

I voted for a provision in 1993 that 
substantially changed expenditures by 
decreasing Federal spending, increas-
ing some Federal taxes. And the deficit 
has been decreased substantially. All of 
us who voted for that experienced some 
difficulty because of the vote, because 
it was a hard vote to cast. I am glad I 
cast the vote. I think we did the right 
thing. Those of us who cast that vote 
cast an affirmative vote that says: We 
stand on the side of reducing the Fed-
eral deficit. 
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We will cast our votes to dem-

onstrate that we will reduce the Fed-
eral deficit. I am glad I voted that way. 
We did not get one accidental vote on 
the other side of the aisle. Not one. 
You would think occasionally with a 
mixup somebody would vote wrong. We 
did not get one vote on the other side 
either in the Senate or the House. 

They wanted us to do it because it 
was not easy to do it. We did it. The 
deficit is coming down. But the deficit 
will not continue to come down with a 
menu coming to the floor of the Senate 
for people that say the next thing we 
want to do is a $60 billion star wars 
program. I say to those people, how 
will you pay for it? Show me the 
money. Who will you tax to build the 
star wars program? Will it be like the 
concrete pyramid we have in the Dako-
tas, declared dysfunctional the same 
month it was declared operational, of 
which $25 billion of the taxpayer 
money was spent? Is that a consistent 
kind of philosophy? Does that come 
from people who really want to balance 
the budget? I do not think so. 

The Senator from North Dakota, 
Senator CONRAD, my colleague, is on 
the floor. He also was involved in this 
discussion about the trust fund, Social 
Security, the right way to balance the 
budget, the right way to put something 
in the Constitution. There is a right 
and a wrong way to do it. I yield the 
floor so my colleague, Senator CONRAD, 
could offer some comments of his on 
this subject. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from North Dakota for 
talking about the balanced budget 
amendment that will be offered this 
week and opening the discussion about 
what are we really doing here. I think 
this is one of the most misunderstood 
discussions in the United States. 

When we hear people talking about a 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, the 
first question we ought to ask is, what 
budget is being balanced? It is very 
easy to talk around this town about 
balancing the budget. What one finds is 
there are not many folks who are will-
ing to actually sit down and put their 
name next to a budget that does, in 
fact, balance. 

What we have over the time I have 
been in Congress and for the time be-
fore I came to Congress, a series of 
folks who are willing to stand up and 
say, ‘‘I am for Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings. That is a formula that will bal-
ance the budget.’’ Or, ‘‘I am for a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution,’’ without a plan attached to 
it and without talking very clearly 
about what budget they are balancing. 

I hope people are paying attention 
because I will give them precisely what 
this balanced budget talks about. It 
says in section 7: 

‘‘Total receipts shall include all receipts of 
the United States Government except those 
derived from borrowing. Total outlays shall 
include all outlays of the United States Gov-
ernment except for those for repayment of 
debt principal.’’ 

That is what is included in this 
amendment. Do you know what this 
means, colleagues and people who are 
listening around the country? This 
means you are including all of the re-
ceipts and all of the expenditures of the 
Social Security system. Social Secu-
rity is not contributing to the deficit. 
It is not contributing to the debt. So-
cial Security is in surplus. In 1997, for 
fiscal year 1997, the most recent esti-
mate is that Social Security will con-
tribute $72 billion of surplus—of sur-
plus. Yet this definition would have us 
include in the determination of a bal-
anced budget all of the Social Security 
surplus used between now and the year 
2002. 

Mr. President, that is $525 billion 
being thrown into the pot to call it a 
balanced budget. What a fraud. That is 
not a balanced budget. There is not a 
company in America that would take 
the retirement funds of its employees 
and throw those into the pot and call it 
balancing their company’s budget. In 
fact, if anybody attempted to do that 
they would be on their way to a Fed-
eral institution and it would not be the 
U.S. Congress. They would be on their 
way to a Federal penitentiary because 
that is a violation of Federal law. It is 
a violation of Federal law to loot the 
trust funds of employees who are going 
to retire in order to balance a com-
pany’s budget. Mr. President, that is 
precisely what is being proposed as a 
constitutional amendment. 

Mr. President, let me say it as clear-
ly as I can. We are talking about en-
shrining a principle and a policy in the 
Constitution of the United States that 
defines a balanced budget as one that 
uses Social Security trust fund sur-
pluses to achieve balance. What could 
be more wrong? What could be more 
fraudulent? What could be a greater 
violation of the trust of the people that 
sent us here than to put into the Con-
stitution of the United States, the or-
ganic law of this country, a definition 
of a balanced budget that assumes you 
raid and loot trust funds in order to 
achieve balance? Mr. President, I would 
not vote for that proposition under any 
circumstances, under any cir-
cumstances. I would not vote for that 
if my life were threatened because that 
is a fundamental violation of any pre-
cept of honesty. 

Mr. President, some will say ‘‘Sen-
ator, we are engaged in that process 
now. We loot the Social Security trust 
funds every year and call it part of the 
unified budget.’’ Mr. President, that is 
exactly right. That is what we are 
doing. That does not make it right. We 
are taking Social Security surpluses 
and counting them when we report on 
the deficit of the United States because 
even though the law says that is not to 
be done, people put all the funds into 
one pot. As this chart shows—which I 
call the budget teakettle of America— 
it shows the revenues that go into that 
teakettle. The individual income taxes 
make up 45 percent of the revenue, So-
cial Security taxes make up 37 percent, 

corporate income taxes, 10 percent, 
other taxes 8 percent. That is the 
money that goes in. The spending that 
comes out, Social Security is 22 per-
cent, interest on the debt is 16 percent, 
defense is 16 percent, Medicare is 14 
percent, Medicaid is 7 percent, and all 
other spending is 25 percent. 

This shows precisely that is hap-
pening. All the money goes into one 
pot comes out of that same pot. That is 
the budget they are talking about bal-
ancing under this balanced budget 
amendment. The problem with that is 
Social Security is in surplus by $70 bil-
lion. What they are saying is they will 
take every single penny of Social Secu-
rity surplus, throw that into the pot, 
and call it a balanced budget. That is 
not a balanced budget. That is an abso-
lute fraud. That is not a balanced budg-
et. 

I have a financial background. Before 
I came here I was the tax commissioner 
of the State of North Dakota. I have a 
master’s in business administration. 
Any class for anybody in business 
school, if you would have said you will 
take the retirement funds of your em-
ployees and throw those into the pot to 
call it a balanced budget, you would be 
laughed out of the class if you proposed 
such a thing. That is the balanced 
budget proposal that will be before this 
body. It is not, by any serious defini-
tion, a balanced budget. 

The only way one could claim a bal-
anced budget would be to take out the 
trust funds from the calculation. In 
fact, that is what the law requires. The 
law says specifically you are not to 
count Social Security surpluses in 
making a determination, whether or 
not you have balanced the budget. We 
passed that law right here. The Sen-
ators overwhelmingly said it is not 
honest, it is not correct, to use Social 
Security surpluses to determine wheth-
er or not you have balanced the budget. 

Mr. President, all of us have been 
part of budget plans this year. We have 
had a Republican balanced budget plan. 
We have had the President’s balanced 
budget plan. I have been part of a 
group called the centrist coalition, 22 
Senators—11 Democrats and 11 Repub-
licans—who have put together a plan. 
As I said in the Budget Committee, if 
we are going to be honest with each 
other and honest with the American 
people, none of those is a balanced 
budget plan. Each of them assumes the 
use of Social Security trust funds to 
balance by the year 2002. That is not a 
balanced budget. 

In fact, last year I offered the Fair 
Share Balanced Budget Plan, the only 
plan that has been offered here that 
balances without using Social Security 
surpluses. Mr. President, I recognize 
that makes it more difficult to achieve 
balance, but it is the only honest way 
to get the job done. Mr. President, I am 
going to oppose, with every fiber in my 
being, putting into the Constitution of 
the United States—let us think a 
minute about what we are talking 
about here. Let us think about what we 
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are talking about. We are not talking 
about passing a budget plan. We are 
not talking about passing a statute. We 
are talking about changing the organic 
law of this country. We are talking 
about changing the document that has 
made this country the greatest one in 
human history. We are talking about 
changing the document that has pro-
vided a protection and a series of guar-
antees to the American people, 
unrivaled in world history. We are 
talking about putting the definition of 
a balanced budget in that document 
that says, yes, it is OK to go loot and 
raid trust funds to call it a balanced 
budget. 

I will tell you, I really have to think, 
what would Benjamin Franklin think 
of that? What would Thomas Jefferson 
think of that? What would George 
Washington think of that? I do not 
think that would be a very proud mo-
ment in America’s history—to enshrine 
in the Constitution of the United 
States the definition of a balanced 
budget that includes raiding every 
trust fund in sight in order to achieve 
balance. 

Mr. President, that cannot be the 
outcome here. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. 
Mr. DORGAN. I ask the Senator if he 

has heard this. I have heard people 
stand on the Senate floor and say this 
issue you are raising about the Social 
Security trust funds is a bogus issue. 
There is a fellow, whose name I will 
not give, who wrote a piece in the 
Washington Post that said this is a 
bogus issue, that the Social Security 
trust funds are just part of the regular 
revenues of the Federal Government. 
Do they just profoundly misunderstand 
the circumstances here? How would the 
Senator respond to the folks who try to 
create kind of a smokescreen and say 
this is all bogus and none of this means 
anything? 

Mr. CONRAD. I always hesitate to 
characterize the statements or motiva-
tions of others. But I will simply say 
this. It matters a lot what we do here. 
You know, sometimes the actions in 
this Chamber do not matter and the ac-
tions in the other Chamber do not mat-
ter much. This action matters a lot. 
Here is why it matters. For those who 
say, ‘‘Well, we have been doing that; we 
have been taking Social Security sur-
pluses, so what does it matter that we 
keep on doing it?’’ The reason it mat-
ters is because, back in 1983, we saw we 
were headed for a cliff, for a cir-
cumstance in which the Social Secu-
rity system would be broke. So Con-
gress took action. Congress put into 
place a system that would assure So-
cial Security surpluses so we would be 
prepared for when the baby boom gen-
eration started to retire. We know now 
that we have a short period of time to 
prepare for when those baby boomers 
start to retire. 

The idea is to run surpluses to get 
ready for when those baby boomers 

have retired and have 48 million people 
on the system instead of 24 million, be-
cause if we do not have surpluses, we 
will have to have either an 82-percent 
tax rate in this country, or a one-third 
cut in all benefits. Does anybody be-
lieve we are going to have an 82-per-
cent tax rate? I do not. That means we 
are going to have some dramatic cuts 
in benefits which people have paid into 
to secure for themselves. So the money 
is not available. 

Mr. DORGAN. I have one additional 
question. There is virtue in balancing 
the budget. We ought to care about 
that and not spending our children’s 
money or charging to our children and 
grandchildren. There is also virtue in 
keeping your promise. If you promise 
you are going to save by taking money 
out of people’s paychecks, and if you 
say we are going to put that aside in a 
trust fund, there is virtue in keeping 
that promise as well; is that correct? 

Mr. CONRAD. I think there is not 
only virtue in it, but it is required that 
we do it because the hard reality in 
this town is that while it is true we 
have been talking Social Security sur-
pluses—about $500 billion so far—this is 
the tip of the iceberg. We are about to 
run, over the next 15 years, $2 trillion 
in Social Security surpluses, and we 
need every dime of it to be ready for 
when the baby boomers retire. If we 
spent it all, squandered every penny, if 
we deluded ourselves by passing a 
phony balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution, and the baby 
boomers retire and they go to the cup-
board and the cupboard is bare, we are 
going to have some mighty angry folks 
in this country, and they are going to 
ask some pretty tough questions. They 
are going to ask, ‘‘Where did the 
money go? I thought you balanced the 
budget and secured the solvency of the 
Social Security System.’’ 

Mr. President, the hard reality is 
that we have been doing something 
wrong and we have to stop it to prepare 
for the future. We have to get ready for 
when the baby boom generation re-
tires. The only way we can do that is to 
balance the budget and do it honestly, 
without counting Social Security sur-
pluses. To put it into the Constitution 
of the United States, to put a defini-
tion in the Constitution of the United 
States that a balanced budget includes 
raiding and looting the Social Security 
trust funds is just profoundly wrong. 
There is no principle in that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired under the previous order. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for an additional 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

A BROKEN PROMISE TO THE 
FARMERS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, on a dif-
ferent matter, on Friday last, I learned 
that the Republicans on the House side 
have now broken the promise to farm-

ers contained in the most recent farm 
bill. 

Mr. President, I think everyone in 
this Chamber remembers that Amer-
ica’s farmers were told that if you ac-
cept this new farm bill that has sharp-
ly declining payments in it and has no 
safety net for when prices plunge, you 
will at least be assured that for the 7 
years of this farm bill the payments 
contained in that will be guaranteed. 
In fact, the proponents of the so-called 
Freedom to Farm Act told the Amer-
ican farm producers that this is like a 
contract. In fact, they related it to the 
Conservation Reserve Program con-
tracts. They said, ‘‘Farmers, at least 
you will be assured you are going to 
get payments of these amounts.’’ 

Mr. President, last week, the House 
Appropriations subcommittee broke 
the promise, violated the pledge, and 
said to the American farmers that that 
was all a trick. We promised you a con-
tract, but we are breaking the contract 
before the ink is even dry. The farm 
bill has just been signed into law, and 
already you might as well throw it out 
the window because the fundamental 
pledge and promise has turned out to 
be a hoax. Not a word of truth is in it 
because they have cut the transition 
payments before farmers have even re-
ceived one—the payments that were 
supposed to be inviolate, the payments 
that were supposed to be guaranteed, 
the payments that were supposed to be 
a contract. It turns out that they have 
no guarantee attached to them at all. 
There is no contract. Farmers are 
being asked right now to sign up, put 
their name on the line. But they do not 
know what they are signing up to be-
cause it is very clear from the action 
taken in the House Appropriations 
Committee that they can cut the fund-
ing for those transition payments any 
time, in any amount, in any way they 
want. It does not have to be 7 years of 
payments; it could be 3. In the first 3 
years, they could cut them 50 percent, 
or they could cut them 80 percent. 

There is no contract here. There is no 
commitment here. There is no guar-
antee here. All there is is a betrayal, a 
betrayal of the farmers who trusted 
those who promoted this approach, who 
were told, and told repeatedly, that 
these are sharply declining payments, 
but at least you can be assured you 
will be getting what the formula pro-
vides over the next 7 years. Now we 
know none of it is true. 

Mr. President, I think those who pro-
moted the Freedom to Farm Act on the 
basis that it was a guarantee ought to 
apologize to America’s producers. I 
think they ought to stand up and 
admit that there are not contract pay-
ments here. There is nothing here that 
is assured. They have sold farmers a 
pig in a poke. That, I think, was one of 
the most disappointing betrayals that I 
have seen in the 10 years I have been in 
the U.S. Senate; if there ever was a cir-
cumstance in which it was absolutely 
clear what the promise was—with re-
spect to the so-called Freedom to Farm 
Program. 
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During debate on the farm bill, Re-

publican Senator after Republican Sen-
ator stood on this floor in this Cham-
ber and promoted the bill based on 
these payment guarantees. Farmers 
will have certainty. Payments will be 
guaranteed. Farmers will know how 
much money they will have to work 
with each year, they said. Now the 
truth is out. Freedom to Farm is a 
fraud. There is no contract. There is no 
guarantee. 

Mr. President, unfortunately, they 
did not stop. They did not stop in the 
House Agriculture Committee with 
breaking the promise on transition 
payments. They then, after promising 
a market-based farm program, an-
nounced an unprecedented move to put 
a cap on sugarcane prices at 21.2 cents 
a pound—unprecedented. This is a mar-
ket-oriented bill, and farmers are told 
you will get the benefits of the market. 
Well, it is a one-way benefit. You get 
the benefit when prices are going down. 
When the prices start going up, we are 
going to put a cap on them. That is an 
interesting idea of market orientation. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business Friday, May 31, 1996, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$5,128,508,504,892.80. 

On a per capita basis, every man, 
woman, and child in America owes 
$19,353.72 as his or her share of that 
debt. 

f 

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS 
WEEK 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, this 
year National Small Business Week 
will be held from June 2 to June 8. This 
week is a fitting opportunity for us to 
recognize the contributions of the 
many entrepreneurs in our country and 
reassess policies affecting small busi-
nesses. 

It has been said many times over, but 
small businesses really are the heart of 
our small towns and cities. A full 99.9 
percent of businesses in South Dakota 
are small businesses. In fact, we have 
only 25 businesses in the State that 
employ more than 500 people. Entre-
preneurs in the local cafe, gas station, 
hardware store, and pharmacy provide 
essential services and cohesion for our 
communities. Farmers and small busi-
ness people too, contribute to the com-
munity. Together, these leaders are the 
key to our economic strength. 

Small businesses operate against 
overwhelming odds. Burdensome regu-
lations and paperwork, onerous taxes, 
inadequate access to capital, and ex-
cessive litigation all are barriers to 
success. Congress made good progress 
earlier this year by passing the Small 
Business Regulatory Relief Enforce-
ment Fairness Act, which instituted 
judicial review of regulations. This is a 
step in the right direction. We should 
continue on this track and enact work-

place safety and Fair Labor Standards 
Act reforms. I recently spoke with 
Clark Sinclair, who owns a furniture 
store in Madison, SD, about the need 
for flexibility in awarding either earn 
comp time or overtime. This flexibility 
would be beneficial for both employees 
and business owners. 

Business men and women should be 
free to operate without fear that their 
livelihood is in jeopardy due to unrea-
sonable Government regulation and en-
forcement. Karla and Richard Hauk are 
prime examples of the obstacles small 
business owners face today. The Hauks 
recently constructed a Days Inn in 
Wall, SD, believing they complied with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act. 
The Department of Justice filed suit 
against them even as the Hauks made 
goodfaith efforts to negotiate and com-
ply with the law. Government should 
work constructively with law-abiding 
business owners like the Hauks and 
help them meet legal requirements. 

Our tax policy also consistently 
works against small firms. The current 
estate tax system is a good example. I 
am proud to have worked with Senator 
DOLE on a reform proposal that would 
alleviate the heavy burden of estate 
taxes on small family-owned busi-
nesses. Currently, estate taxes are so 
onerous that the inheritors are fre-
quently forced to sell all or part of a 
family business simply to pay off the 
taxes. This tax can reach as high as an 
overwhelming 55 percent of the total 
value of the business. Many families 
must sell off all or part of their busi-
ness or farm just to pay the estate tax. 
That is wrong. 

Congress also should increase the de-
ductibility of health care insurance for 
the self-employed, increase expensing, 
and reduce the overall tax burden on 
small businesses. Many small business 
owners file personal tax returns for 
their businesses. Thus, thanks to the 
Clinton budget plan, many sole propri-
etorships pay a higher tax rate than 
the largest corporations in the Nation. 
Take a business like Malloy Electric in 
Sioux Falls. Gary Jacobsen employs 65 
people but cannot hire more employees 
because of the high tax burden. This is 
a business that has been a cornerstone 
of the community for 25 years, and yet 
the Government continues to tie their 
hands. 

Despite these obstacles, entre-
preneurs strike out on their own—and 
succeed. I would like to recognize the 
1996 South Dakota Small Business Per-
sons of the Year, DeLon and Janice 
Buttolph, of Labelcrafters Inc. in Sioux 
Falls. The Buttolph’s custom label 
printing business started in 1987 with 
just one employee and one small con-
tract. Now, Labelcrafters runs two 
shifts with 24 employees and continues 
to grow. The company has received na-
tional recognition for producing envi-
ronmentally friendly labels. As part-
ners in life, as well as partners in busi-
ness, DeLon and Janice have shown 
that good small businesses come from 
families. 

I also would like to recognize several 
other South Dakota small business per-
sons who have made a difference in our 
State: Shelly A. Knuths, Roscoe Manu-
facturing Co., Madison—South Dakota 
Women in Business Advocate; Kenneth 
E. Yager, K.O. Lee Co., Aberdeen— 
South Dakota Small Business Ex-
porter; Terry L. Fredericks, attorney 
for Whiting, Hagg & Hagg, Rapid City— 
South Dakota Veteran Small Business 
Advocate; Richard B. Vallie, Native 
American Herbal Tea, Aberdeen— 
South Dakota Minority Small Business 
Advocate; and Mark W. Benson, First 
Bank of South Dakota, Rapid City— 
South Dakota Financial Services Advo-
cate. In addition, Doug O’Bryan Con-
tracting, Inc. of Martin, and C&W En-
terprises of Sioux Falls, have received 
the Administrator’s Award for Excel-
lence for their outstanding perform-
ance as prime contractors under Fed-
eral contract. 

These individuals are today’s real he-
roes. They are creating jobs and pros-
perity in South Dakota small cities 
and towns. They are overlooked too 
often. This week we should take time 
to recognize their leadership and ac-
complishments. My congratulations to 
these and all other South Dakota en-
trepreneurs who daily make a dif-
ference. 

f 

HONORING KENTUCKY SMALL 
BUSINESS PERSON OF THE 
YEAR, BOB PATTERSON 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Mr. Bob Patter-
son of Louisville, KY, who has been se-
lected as the Kentucky Small Business 
Person of the Year by the U.S. Small 
Business Administration. 

Bob Patterson is the President, CEO, 
and partner of Consumers Choice Cof-
fee, Inc., a coffee distributor in Louis-
ville, KY. Under Bob Patterson, who 
has been involved with the coffee in-
dustry for 18 years, Consumers Choice 
Coffee has grown to become Kentucky’s 
premier coffee company. Consumers 
Choice Coffee maintains an exclusive 
contract to supply more than 200 
McDonald’s restaurants in addition to 
supplying many upscale restaurants. 

In 1990, when Bob became president 
and chief executive officer, Consumers 
Choice Coffee was entering into the 
worst period in its history. With losses 
in both profits and sales, Bob had his 
hands full. He concentrated on expan-
sion, developing new product lines and 
reeducating his employees to improve 
customer service. Consumers Choice 
began to gain new customers. The com-
pany began to supply not only coffee, 
but equipment and service agreements. 

As the company was beginning to im-
prove, coffee prices were driven up do 
to a frost in Brazil. Bob advised his 
customers on this long-term crisis, and 
helped them to prepare. Again, more 
vendors came to rely on Consumers 
Choice Coffee because of its strong 
commitment to meet the needs of its 
customers. 
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Today, Consumers Choice Coffee, Inc. 

is a well known name in Kentucky’s 
restaurant industry. It has an ever 
growing clientele of restaurants and 
other vendors. The company has Bob 
Patterson to thank. Bob has displayed 
great determination in the face of ad-
versity. He sets an example of dedica-
tion of business and commitment to his 
customers that should be followed by 
small business persons across my State 
and the Nation. I am happy that Bob is 
being recognized for all of the good 
work he has done. I congratulate him 
on this significant accomplishment and 
wish him many future years of success. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, all time is elapsed, 
and morning business is now closed. 

f 

DEFEND AMERICA ACT OF 1996— 
MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to S. 1635, which 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A motion to proceed to the consideration 
of S. 1635, a bill to establish a United States 
policy for the deployment of a national mis-
sile defense system, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the motion to proceed. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, last 

Thursday the majority leader sought 
to proceed to the Defend America Act 
of 1996, but was blocked from doing so 
by those on the other side of the aisle 
who do not want the President to sign 
or be forced to veto this important leg-
islation. These Senators may be able to 
block passage of the Defend America 
Act, but they will not be able to cover 
up the fact they and President Clinton 
have concluded that the American peo-
ple should not be defended against bal-
listic missile attack. 

Of course, the President has said that 
he favors ballistic missile defense. But 
his actions contradict this words. Since 
elected, President Clinton has cut 
funding for ballistic missile defense 
every year. No program has been cut 
more drastically than the National 
Missile Defense Program. The Defend 
America Act seeks to reverse this dis-
turbing trend and to set a measured 
course toward the deployment of an af-
fordable national missile defense sys-
tem to protect all Americans. 

In his recent speech to the Coast 
Guard Academy, President Clinton as-
serted that his fiscal year 1997 budget 
request includes $3 billion for national 
missile defense. In fact, it includes $2.8 
billion for all ballistic missile defense 
technologies and programs and only 
$500 million for national missile de-
fense. This amount is insufficient to 

fulfill even the goals of the President’s 
own 3-plus-3 development program. 
Ironically, if it were not for continued 
Republican pressure on the administra-
tion, the President would not have de-
veloped even this figleaf of a plan. 

The President and his allies in Con-
gress have spent more time developing 
excuses for why we should not commit 
to a national missile defense deploy-
ment effort than they have in looking 
at the dire consequences of not going 
ahead with such a program. But like 
all such excuses, these ring hollow. 

The President and other opponents of 
national missile defense have asserted 
that there is no threat to justify a 
commitment at this time, that we 
should wait 3 years before we even 
begin to think about a deployment de-
cision. But in 3 years, North Korea 
could be on the verge of deploying an 
intercontinental ballistic missile and 
other rogue countries could be well 
along this path. 

The opponents of national missile de-
fense have also asserted that a commit-
ment at this time could lead to techno-
logical obsolescence at the time the 
system becomes operational. If this ar-
gument were extended to other defense 
programs, we would never build an-
other bomber, fighter, ship, or tank. 
Versions of this argument have been 
made time and again, each time oppo-
nents of a major defense program spin 
up the excuse making machine. 

A national missile defense system de-
veloped pursuant to the Defend Amer-
ica Act will be no more outdated than 
one developed under the Clinton ad-
ministration’s 3-plus-3 plan. In fact, it 
would likely be more modern and tech-
nologically sophisticated, given the ro-
bust testing and focused development 
called for in this legislation. Under the 
Clinton plan, technology development 
will languish and many companies will 
soon pull out of the business alto-
gether. Ironically, the technologies 
that would be pursued under the De-
fend America Act are the same ones 
that the administration is also devel-
oping. The main difference is that the 
Defend America Act would require us 
to get serious rather than sitting on 
our hands as we have been doing for 
the last 3 years. 

The best way to ensure that we de-
ploy a modern and operationally effec-
tive national missile defense system is 
to get an initial system fielded quick-
ly, then upgrade and build upon this 
first piece as necessary. Contrary to 
what the President and his nay-saying 
supporters assert, readiness to respond 
to a threat does not come by keeping 
technology bottled up in a laboratory. 
Anyone familiar with manufacturing 
and technology development will con-
firm that the way to improve the state- 
of-the-art is to get started, gain oper-
ational knowledge, and then build on 
this experience in an incremental man-
ner. This is the cost-effective, low-risk 
approach advocated in the Defend 
America Act. 

Perhaps the most telling argument 
made by the opponents of the Defend 

America Act is the assertion that it 
would threaten arms control. In fact, 
the only thing it threatens is the sta-
tus quo with respect to the ABM Trea-
ty. The Defend America Act does call 
on the President to seek amendments 
to the ABM Treaty, which most oppo-
nents do not want to see happen. But, 
since it is awkward for them to be seen 
as more interested in defending an out-
dated treaty than the American people, 
other excuses have to be found. Hence 
the argument that START II might be 
jeopardized. 

But there is no reason why the De-
fend America Act should in any way 
jeopardize START II or United States- 
Russian relations. Russia already has 
an operational national missile defense 
system, so obviously they cannot be-
lieve that such a deployment is desta-
bilizing. More important, during past 
negotiations, Russia has demonstrated 
a clear willingness to amend the ABM 
Treaty. Unfortunately, the Clinton ad-
ministration is only interested in mak-
ing the ABM Treaty more restrictive 
rather than finding a way to loosen its 
grip on our missile defense programs. 
The fact that the United States and 
Russia were on the verge of agreeing to 
amend the ABM Treaty at the same 
time as START I was being concluded 
clearly illustrates that keeping the 
ABM Treaty is its current form is not 
a prerequisite for concluding strategic 
arms control agreements. We should 
remember that it was the Clinton ad-
ministration and not the Russian Fed-
eration that ended the negotiations to 
expand our rights to deploy national 
missile defense. 

Mr. President, as I have said many 
times before, the Defend America Act 
is a balanced and responsible piece of 
legislation. I am very disappointed 
that the President is seeking to pre-
vent the Senate from voting on this 
important bill. If he is opposed to it, it 
is his right to veto it. But the Amer-
ican people deserve to know the Presi-
dent’s position. In my view, procedural 
maneuvers and misleading arguments 
will not cloak those who seek to keep 
America defenseless. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 

going to yield to the able Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. KYL] at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAIG). The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from South Carolina, the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, for yielding but also for his 
leadership in this area. 

I think two of the people who we 
have most to thank for bringing this 
matter to the attention of the Senate 
are our majority leader, BOB DOLE, and 
the chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, Senator THUR-
MOND. It is Senator DOLE who wanted 
to ensure that before he left this body 
we had an opportunity to vote on and 
pass the Defend America Act. I agree 
with Senator THURMOND that our Sen-
ate colleagues ought to ensure that we 
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have an opportunity to vote on this im-
portant measure by ensuring that we 
vote for cloture tomorrow when we 
have that vote. So I appreciate Senator 
THURMOND’s leadership on this matter. 

Mr. President, before I proceed, I ask 
unanimous consent that Dan 
Ciechnowski, who is a fellow in my of-
fice, be allowed floor privileges during 
the pendency of this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, let me begin 
by discussing some of the details of 
this legislation because I think when 
our colleagues focus on precisely what 
it says, it is awfully hard to disagree 
with any of it. And in fact I cannot 
imagine that anyone would vote 
against the Defend America Act of 1996 
except for purely political reasons. 
That would be most unfortunate be-
cause there is nothing more important 
that the Senate and the House and the 
President have as our responsibility 
than defending America. That is the 
first obligation of the U.S. Govern-
ment. And to continue to allow the sit-
uation which currently exists, which is 
that the United States is totally vul-
nerable to a missile attack by any 
enemy in the future, is intolerable. We 
need to get about the business of ensur-
ing that we can solve this problem, 
that we can deploy an effective system 
for defending against ballistic missiles, 
and the way to do that is to pass the 
Defend America Act. It is the nec-
essary first step in this effort. 

Let me begin by noting the provi-
sions of the act itself. And if anyone 
wants to disagree with any of these 
provisions, I invite them here to the 
floor to engage in that debate. I do not 
think anyone can logically disagree 
with the provisions of this act. 

Mr. President, people will disagree 
with other things. They will make up 
an argument about what we are really 
intending to achieve here, and they 
will argue against that. It is called red 
herrings. Or they will set up straw men 
which they will attempt to knock over. 
They will assert that we are trying to 
reestablish the Reagan administra-
tion’s space shield to prevent a nuclear 
attack by the then Soviet Union. That 
is not what this is all about. They will 
argue about star wars. They will argue 
about $60 billion expenditures. None of 
that is what we are talking about here. 

So I am going to focus specifically on 
what this act says, and I would ask 
those who come to argue against it to 
confine their remarks to this act, not 
some perceived or imaginary piece of 
legislation that they may wish to de-
feat but rather that which is before us 
right now. 

It is called, as I said, the Defend 
America Act of 1996. Majority leader 
BOB DOLE is the sponsor. I can think of 
no more fitting tribute to BOB DOLE 
than for his Senate colleagues to allow 
us to vote on this important matter. 
They can then vote their consciences 
on whether they want to defend Amer-
ica or not but give the majority leader 

the right to vote on this important 
proposition. 

I guarantee you that if we do not 
have that right, Republican candidate 
BOB DOLE is going to be talking to the 
American people throughout the length 
and the breadth of this country to re-
mind them that today the United 
States has no ability to defend against 
a ballistic missile attack by another 
country. 

Mr. President, that does not have to 
come to China and Russia, the two 
countries that today have the capa-
bility of launching intercontinental 
ballistic missiles against the United 
States. It can come in the form of an 
accidental launch from one of those 
countries or another country. It can 
come in the form of a limited attack 
either against our troops stationed 
abroad, against our allies, or against 
parts of the United States that are 
within reach today or soon will be 
within the reach of ballistic missiles of 
other nations like North Korea, for ex-
ample. 

It is interesting just parenthetically 
that one of the studies which said there 
was no threat to the United States in 
the near term, that is, before the end of 
the century, relied upon the notion 
that the definition of United States 
was the lower 48 States. Well, as I re-
call, Alaska and Hawaii have been 
States for some time now and the citi-
zens of those States would be a bit sur-
prised to learn that colleagues in the 
Senate do not think it important to de-
fend that because they are not part of 
the lower 48. 

Mr. President, every veteran of World 
War II knows how the war in the Pa-
cific started. It was an attack on Pearl 
Harbor in Hawaii, not even then a 
State but obviously part of the United 
States in terms of our defense at risk, 
and we went to war over that. To sug-
gest that because there is not a threat 
to the lower 48 States today, we should 
not begin to prepare against the con-
tingency when that threat will exist or 
to prepare to defend other Americans 
who do not live in the lower 48 States 
is irresponsible, and therefore I would 
urge my colleagues, as I said, to allow 
us to at least vote on this Defend 
America Act. 

Here are the findings in the act. 
First, that the United States has the 
technical capability to develop and de-
ploy a national missile defense system. 

There is no disagreement about this. 
There is disagreement about exactly 
which system to deploy. The adminis-
tration has its favorites. Others have 
their favorites. But there is no dis-
agreement about the fact that the 
technology is here. 

Second, the threat posed to the 
United States by the proliferation of 
ballistic missiles is growing. The trend 
is toward longer-range missiles includ-
ing those with intercontinental reach. 

Again, intelligence estimates make 
this point clear, and the President him-
self has declared an emergency based 
upon this threat of proliferation. 

Third, there are ways for determined 
countries to acquire intercontinental 
ballistic missiles by means other than 
indigenous development. 

Of course, that is true, and it is an 
important point to make because it is 
not the threat that a country begin-
ning today will after a period of years 
figure out how to build one of these 
weapons, but it is also the case that 
countries around the world are trying 
very hard to buy components and even 
completed systems from other coun-
tries. This is why the sale by either 
Russia or China of part or whole of a 
missile system or a weapon of mass de-
struction is so disconcerting because 
countries do not have to develop them 
indigenously; they can buy them or 
buy the key components from other 
countries, and that is why the threat 
will occur sooner rather than later. 

Fourth, the deployment by the 
United States of an NMDS, National 
Missile Defense System, will help to 
deter countries from seeking long- 
range missiles. 

That, too, should be obvious. It is 
clear that to the extent we have a de-
fense against such weapons, it does not 
make sense for another country to ex-
pend a lot of resources to develop those 
kinds of systems. It is very much one 
of the reasons why the Soviet Union 
collapsed and why the Soviet Union de-
cided at a certain point that it would 
not be able to defeat the United States 
militarily, notwithstanding its very 
strong intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile system, because Ronald Reagan 
was preparing to develop and eventu-
ally deploy the Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative, a system which would have 
been able to thwart such attack—not 
defeat it completely but to preclude it 
from succeeding completely and there-
fore allowing the United States the op-
portunity to respond with our own of-
fensive deterrent capability. And that 
potential for development of SDI, as it 
was then called, was enough to cause 
the Russians to throw in the towel 
with respect to that matter. And it was 
one of the reasons why the Soviet 
Union eventually collapsed. 

And that is not just me talking. 
There are several Russians who were in 
power at the time who confirmed the 
fact. The same thing is true of much 
less powerful and less wealthy nations 
than the Soviet Union of old, talking 
about countries like Iraq, Iran, North 
Korea, Libya, countries that may well 
desire to develop these weapons today 
knowing that we have no defense 
against them but if we had such a de-
fense would perhaps turn their atten-
tions elsewhere. 

The next point of the bill is that the 
danger of an accidental missile launch 
has not disappeared and deployment of 
an NMD system will reduce concerns 
about this threat. That should be obvi-
ous and require no further explanation. 

Next. Deployment of an NMD system 
can enhance stability in the post-cold- 
war era. The United States and Russia 
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should welcome the opportunity to re-
duce reliance on threats of nuclear re-
taliation as the sole basis of stability. 

This should be obvious, Mr. Presi-
dent, but it is interesting, and even 
paradoxical, I would say, that there are 
still some people in the Government 
and perhaps even here in the Congress 
who believe we are more stable in an 
unstable environment than we are in a 
stable environment. 

That may sound counterintuitive, 
but there used to be an argument that 
if we were very vulnerable to an attack 
and if our opponent at that time, the 
Soviet Union, was also very vulnerable 
to an attack, that neither one of us 
would dare to attack each other. It was 
called ‘‘mutual assured destruction.’’ If 
they would attack us, then we would 
attack them, and we would both de-
stroy each other. Some people believe 
that was one of the factors that pre-
cluded either country from attacking 
the other during the cold war, and it 
may have had some impact. 

But that is no longer the situation 
we face today, Mr. President. There is 
no longer a Soviet Union threatening 
to destroy the United States, and cer-
tainly we have no pretensions in that 
regard. There is a Russia with a lot of 
nuclear weapons, some of which could, 
by mistake, be launched against the 
United States; some of which could, by 
mistake, find their way to the hands of 
people who are not very friendly to us. 
Certainly the Chinese are developing 
weapons that they do not have a need 
to develop. 

But the real threat today is from 
countries arrayed around the world 
that would do us harm, that have for-
eign policy interests inimical to ours, 
and that would use these weapons as 
threats. They are weaker countries 
than ours. We do not have to worry 
about them attacking us with these 
missiles in order to defeat us mili-
tarily. That is not the point. The con-
cern is they would use these missiles in 
order to thwart us from achieving our 
foreign policy goals. 

For example, we know 5 years ago 
during the time of the gulf war, the 
vote in Congress to try to kick Saddam 
Hussein out of Kuwait was a very close 
vote in both the House and the Senate. 
Among the concerns people had was 
the threat of loss of life to the U.S. 
military in trying to repel Saddam 
Hussein. If we had known at that time 
that Saddam had a nuclear weapon ca-
pability and the missiles to deliver 
those weapons—not just to the United 
States but, let us say, to Israel, to Lon-
don, to Rome, to Paris, to Cairo, wher-
ever—would the United States Con-
gress, knowing that, have then decided 
to vote to use military force to repel 
Saddam Hussein? I think it is a very 
close question, and I am not certain 
what the answer would have been. 

Put it another way. Would the Euro-
pean allies who joined what was then 
called the ‘‘grand coalition of nations’’ 
to defeat Saddam Hussein, knowing he 
had weapons that could reach their 

capital cities, would they have been as 
willing to come to the aid of Kuwait in 
that instance? I think the answer is ob-
vious. 

The point is that countries who 
would use these weapons today would 
use them, not in an all-out attack on 
the United States—nobody is sug-
gesting that—but as a means, in effect, 
of blackmailing the United States. The 
most recent expression of this was a 
Chinese leader who said, with respect 
to the desire of the United States to 
come to the aid of Taiwan, ‘‘You better 
think twice about this, because we 
really do not think that Taiwan is as 
important to you as the lives of the 
people in Los Angeles.’’ Would the 
United States be willing to go to war 
to protect Taiwan if it knew that 
China would launch a missile against 
the people of Los Angeles? 

Well, it causes you to think. Any 
President of the United States would 
have to think very, very carefully 
about asking the Congress for author-
ity to use force in a situation that did 
not directly involve the United States 
if the force that we were attempting to 
take action against, or might take ac-
tion against, if that country had a nu-
clear weapon or a chemical or biologi-
cal weapon that could be delivered to a 
United States city or to the city of an 
ally in Europe or some other place in 
the world. That is the threat that cur-
rently exists and that will exist in the 
near term before those missiles have 
the capability of hitting the United 
States. 

And, yes, Alaska and Hawaii are a 
part of the United States. The North 
Korean missile will be able to hit those 
States before it will be able to hit, I 
suppose, California or Arizona or 
Idaho. But that is still part of the 
United States, and therefore the threat 
is sooner and closer, not farther away. 

In any event, I think it is fairly clear 
that both the United States and Russia 
should welcome the opportunity to re-
duce the reliance on threats of nuclear 
retaliation as the sole basis of sta-
bility, because it is not realistic to ex-
pect that the United States would ob-
literate the people of Iraq, for example, 
with nuclear weapons if Saddam were 
to engage in some other act of aggres-
sion in the Middle East today. It is just 
not realistic to expect that the United 
States would do that. 

Finally, the authors of the ABM 
Treaty envisioned the need to change 
the treaty as circumstances changed, 
and they provide the mechanisms to do 
so in the treaty. We note that in the 
findings of the Defend America Act. 
Then we say the United States and 
Russia previously considered such 
changes and should do so again. 

As we note later on in the act, it may 
be necessary for us to approach the 
Russians to discuss questions of 
amending the ABM Treaty so that both 
of our nations will be free of the con-
straints currently imposed by that 
treaty that do not permit us to defend 
ourselves against missile attack, or at 
least adequately defend ourselves. 

Next we come to the National Missile 
Defense Policy. There are two specific 
policy goals stated in the act. The first 
is the deployment by the end of the 
year 2003—that is 8 years from now—of 
an NMD system— 

. . . capable of providing a highly-effective 
defense of the territory of the United States 
against limited, unauthorized, or accidental 
ballistic missile attacks; and 

(2) [which] will be augmented over time to 
provide a layered defense against larger and 
more sophisticated ballistic missile threats 
as they emerge. 

The second goal or policy is: 
. . . cooperative transition to a regime 

that does not feature an offensive-only form 
of deterrence as the basis for strategic sta-
bility. 

Let me take them in reverse order. 
The second is one I already discussed, 
cooperatively transitioning to a situa-
tion in which the powers of the world 
are not engaged in threats against each 
other as the method by which to deter 
an attack against them; the idea that 
if you attack us, we will attack you. 
There ought to be a more humane and 
logical way of keeping peace in the 
world, and that is to have the capa-
bility of defending ourselves as the best 
way of deterring an attack. 

That is so for an additional reason 
that should be obvious, but I will sim-
ply note it quickly. There are a lot of 
regimes in the world today that do not 
have the stability and the interest in 
peace that the United States and the 
Soviet Union had during the cold war. 
As belligerent as we believed the So-
viet Union was, we recognized that it 
was led by rational people who under-
stood the enormous power of nuclear 
weapons and the devastation and the 
tragedy that could be loosed on the 
world if they were ever to pull the trig-
ger of those weapons. That is why they 
were not used. 

That same cannot be said for some of 
the leaders today. There are people in 
the world today, leaders who have al-
ready said that, if they had the bal-
listic missile capability, they would 
use it against the United States. 
Mu’ammar Qadhafi of Libya is one 
such person who has said precisely 
that. I think there is no doubt that 
countries led by the current leaders of 
Iraq, Iran, and perhaps other nations— 
North Korea is certainly not a stable 
nation today either and other coun-
tries could evolve in the future—do not 
have the same degree of stability that 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
had in the past. To rely upon the idea 
of deterrence without defense, given 
these kinds of regimes loose in the 
world today, is clearly not in the best 
interests of the people of the United 
States. 

Let me get to the first of the policy 
goals, because there is some disagree-
ment about this goal. It has really 
three components to it. First of all, de-
ployment by the end of the year 2003 of 
an NMD system. Opponents say 2003 is 
too specific, it is too soon, we really 
need more time. If we had more time 
we could develop an even better sys-
tem. 
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Mr. President, I am guilty of that 

same kind of logic when it comes to 
buying computers. There is going to be 
a better computer 6 months from now 
and a year from now. If we maintain 
that point of view, of course, we would 
never buy a computer. I know the same 
thing is true about cars. It is true 
about virtually everything in our tech-
nology area today. But when it comes 
to defending ourselves against ballistic 
missile attack, when the threat is here 
and now and certainly will be before us 
by the year 2003, I do not think it 
makes sense to say let us wait a little 
longer because better technology will 
come along in the future. 

Sure it will. That is why we say in 
the act that we should deploy a system 
by the year 2003 with the capability of 
adding additional layers and tech-
nology as time goes on and as threats 
evolve. That is precisely why we say 
let us start now with something that is 
relatively simple and have the capa-
bility of making it more robust as the 
threats further clarify and emerge and 
as we have the capability of doing so. 

What is the capability that people 
argue about? We say deployment by 
the end of 2003 of an NMD system capa-
ble of providing a highly effective de-
fense of U.S. territory. Any argument 
about that, providing a highly effective 
defense of U.S. territory? 

. . . against limited, unauthorized or acci-
dental ballistic missile attacks; 

Is there any reason why we should 
not provide defense against those three 
things? Are they all three legitimate 
threats? Yes, any intelligence source 
will identify ‘‘limited, unauthorized or 
accidental ballistic missile attacks’’ 
threats in the near term. 

The third principle is: 
. . . and will be augmented over time to 

provide a layered defense as larger and more 
sophisticated threats emerge. 

Precisely as I said before: The goal is 
to employ what we can at the time a 
limited threat is before us, to be able 
to meet that threat and then build on 
that system as our capabilities in-
crease and as threats might later 
emerge. Those are the two policy goals 
in the bill. 

What do we call for in terms of archi-
tecture? There has been a lot of criti-
cism of the bill on the ground it is 
going to cost too much. That is lit-
erally untrue, because the bill does not 
identify a particular system. It is like 
going to a broker, as Majority Leader 
BOB DOLE has said. I go to a real estate 
broker and say, ‘‘I would like to buy a 
house.’’ The broker says, ‘‘I can get 
you one for $40,000 or I can get you one 
for $4 million. Which do you want?’’ 

Obviously, there is a big range be-
tween $40,000 and $4 million in houses, 
just as there is a big range in the kind 
of thing we could buy here to defend 
ourselves, and it certainly depends on 
the kind of threat we see emerging, the 
degree of our technology we want to 
put in place at any given time and a 
variety of other factors. 

What we said is the President should 
decide. So if the President and his sup-

porters claim it is going to cost too 
much, it is because they choose a sys-
tem that is going to cost too much, be-
cause the bill allows the President to 
decide which system to buy and which 
system to deploy. 

You cannot have it both ways, Mr. 
President. You cannot say you want 
the ability to decide which system and 
then also say that it is going to cost 
too much. If it costs too much, it is 
only because you bought one that costs 
too much. 

But the reality is, we are all pretty 
much agreed on what we need, and it is 
not too expensive. My guess is it will 
be less than $2 billion a year for the 
next 10 years out of a defense budget of 
$265 billion each year. That is not too 
much to pay to protect the American 
people from attack. 

In any event, what we call for here is 
components which would be developed 
for deployment and would include the 
following things: 

(1) An interceptor system that optimizes 
defensive coverage of the United States . . . 

Obviously, you want to optimize cov-
erage. A single ground site would not 
optimize coverage. That is all that is 
allowed by the ABM Treaty, and that 
is why we have to deal with the ABM 
Treaty later on. We say it can be either 
ground based, sea based or space based, 
or any combination of these basing 
modes. 

Typically, the criticism of the Mis-
sile Defense Act is we are talking 
about star wars, a massive shield of 
space-based satellites that would pro-
tect the United States from any con-
ceivable attack. That is what was con-
templated back during the cold war 
when the threat from the Soviet Union 
required us to develop that degree of 
protection. That is no longer nec-
essary. Nobody is talking about that, 
and that is why we say either ground 
based, sea based or space based, or any 
combination of these. 

Probably what would be developed 
first is a sea-based system or a ground- 
based system, and then later they 
would be integrated. The only compo-
nents in space, at least to begin with, 
is the satellite that detects the launch. 
We already have that, and everyone 
agrees that we need to have a satellite 
in space that can detect a launch, 
wherever it might occur, and commu-
nicate the information about that 
launch to the system, whichever it is, 
sea-based or ground-based. 

Obviously, we need fixed-based 
ground radars. If we have a sea-based 
system, we also need radars on our 
Aegis cruisers. We already have them, 
so that is a zero-cost investment. We 
have 40-plus Aegis cruisers and de-
stroyers out there with this radar al-
ready on there, and fixed ground-based 
radars already exist. 

We need space based, including a 
space and missile tracking system. 
This is a satellite that would be able to 
detect a launch and communicate that 
information as it tracks the adver-
sary’s missile through space. 

Finally, battle management, com-
mand, control, and communications. 
Everybody understands the need for 
that. 

Those are the components. Nothing 
new there, nothing wild, nothing exor-
bitant, no space shield, as some people 
have suggested. 

Section 5 of the bill talks about im-
plementation of the National Missile 
Defense System and specifies certain 
actions that the Secretary of Defense 
must take in implementing the NMD 
policy. This is an area where there is 
some disagreement, because we say 
specifically the President should ini-
tiate actions necessary to meet the de-
ployment goal. That includes con-
ducting by the end of 1998 an inte-
grated systems test. This is one of the 
milestones, one of the mileposts, along 
with actually deploying a system that 
would need to be achieved in order to 
achieve the deployment by the year 
2003. 

We talk about using streamlined ac-
quisition procedures. I do not know 
who can disagree with that. That will 
certainly save money and time. 

Finally, we talk about developing a 
follow-on NMD program. Some oppo-
nents find this, and say, ‘‘Aha, we fi-
nally discovered the problem with your 
Defend America Act, because you re-
quire a follow-on NMD program.’’ 

All that means is we are not going to 
freeze everything in place and forget 
about the development of future 
threats. We are going to provide for the 
technology to meet those threats as 
they evolve. That is all that means. 

Section 6 of the bill requires a report 
on the plan for NMD development and 
deployment. It requires the Secretary 
of Defense to submit a report to Con-
gress by March 15, 1997, which address-
es the following matters: 

First, the Secretary’s plan for imple-
menting the NMD policy, including a 
description and discussion of the NMD 
architecture selected. That should not 
be any problem. 

Second, the Secretary’s estimate of 
the cost associated with the NMD. Tell 
us how much the system you choose is 
going to cost. 

Third, an analysis of follow-on op-
tions. We need that to evaluate prop-
erly what we are going to have to 
spend and develop in the future. 

Finally, a point at which NMD devel-
opment would conflict with the ABM 
Treaty. This is very important, be-
cause some people rightly say there is 
a point beyond which the United States 
could be in violation of the ABM Trea-
ty if we deploy a system that is capable 
of defending us. 

That is true. Unfortunately, the 
irony is the only kind of system that is 
permitted under the treaty today prob-
ably would not defend the entire 
United States, at least very effectively, 
at least against much of a threat. That 
is why most everyone agrees we need 
more than a single site, land-based sys-
tem. To do that, we have to reopen the 
ABM Treaty, and that gets us into sec-
tion 7, policy regarding the ABM Trea-
ty. 
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Let me back up. The bill itself notes 

there is already in the ABM Treaty a 
policy established for amending and 
otherwise dealing with changes to the 
treaty. They include the following: 

We would urge the President to pur-
sue high-level discussions with Russia 
to amend the ABM Treaty. The ABM 
Treaty allows for its amendment. 

Second, any amendment must be sub-
mitted for advice and consent to the 
Senate. Everyone knows that. 

Third, the bill calls for the President 
and the Congress to withdraw from the 
treaty if amendments are not produced 
within 1 year. That, too, is called for in 
the ABM Treaty. If it is in the interest 
of the United States to withdraw from 
the treaty because we have not been 
able to amend it to our satisfaction, 
then we have that right under the trea-
ty. 

What the bill calls for is a longer pe-
riod of time, 1 year, than the treaty 
itself calls for, 6 months. So, Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not see how anyone could ob-
ject to the language in the Defend 
America Act that says we tried to 
amend the treaty, if we need to, and if 
we cannot, then after a year withdraw 
from it. Frankly, I would be in favor 
withdrawing earlier than a year, but 
we provide that much leeway to the 
President of the United States. 

I have now described the act, Mr. 
President. What is there to disagree 
with here? The only thing, as I said, I 
think a reasonable person could dis-
agree with is the specifying of the year 
2003 for the actual deployment of a sys-
tem, and on that reasonable people 
could differ. 

Should it be 2003? Should it be the 
year 2000? Should it be the year 2005? 
Or should it be a flexible date? Reason-
able people can differ about that. 

As to everything else in here, I fail to 
see how any reasonable person inter-
ested in the defense of the United 
States could find disagreement with 
the words of this act. I really challenge 
my colleagues to come down here and 
point out what they would disagree 
with except for this date of 2003. 

Let me address that again just a lit-
tle bit. As I said before, one of the ar-
guments is if we lock that date in we 
will be locking in technology. That is 
true with any system that we ever have 
purchased on defense. But sometimes 
threats are upon us and we have to go 
with what we have. 

We have been working on missile de-
fense for a long time. In fact, one of the 
criticisms of the missile defense pro-
gram is we have been spending $30 bil-
lion on this for well over a decade. 
That is true. And critics say we do not 
have anything to show for it. That is 
not true. We have a lot to show for it. 

We have a lot of technology that is 
just ready to be developed and deployed 
if somebody will just let us do it. That 
is what this act finally says: You have 
been critical of us for spending the 
money and not developing or deploying 
it. All right. Agree with us that we are 
going to get on with the job. 

The only way to do that is to specify 
a date, because if we do not, Mr. Presi-
dent, we will continue to go on and on 
and on and on without ever deploying, 
always saying, ‘‘Well, there’s some-
thing just right around the corner that 
is even better.’’ It is a Catch-22 for 
those of us who support missile de-
fense. We say, ‘‘OK, we’ll wait for 
something better.’’ And our critics say, 
‘‘You haven’t deployed any, and you’ve 
gone at it for 15 years and spent $30 bil-
lion.’’ 

Mr. President, my point is, let us set 
a date, take the technology we have in 
hand, which is very good, and plenty 
good to defeat the kind of missile tech-
nology that would be used against us in 
the foreseeable future, and deploy a 
system that we know we can deploy. 
We have done this with weapons sys-
tems that we have acquired throughout 
the last several decades. 

Many of the systems we have ac-
quired have the built-in capability of 
being upgraded to more robust or so-
phisticated systems as time goes on. 
That is precisely what we call for in 
the Missile Defense Act. Let us start 
with what we can build by the year 
2003, and, as we say, as technology im-
proves and the threat evolves, we will 
have follow-on systems. 

Some opponents of the act have ob-
jected to the act because it allows us to 
do that or calls upon the Congress and 
the President to do that. But it clearly 
is nothing more than good sense. And 
it is really the same argument that op-
ponents have used against us saying, 
well, there will be better technology 
later on. That is right. So let us make 
sure the system we deploy has the ca-
pability of taking advantage of that 
technology as we develop it. 

Mr. President, there is another ad-
vantage to actually getting a deadline 
in the statute. It focuses the planning 
efforts. It breeds efficiency because it 
gives the defense planners a specific 
time line for developing and for doing 
the research, for doing the testing and 
then for acquiring, actually bending 
the metal, as they say, for acquiring 
the systems and for getting them de-
ployed. 

If you do not have a specific deadline, 
you never have this kind of efficiency, 
you never have the certainty of the 
schedule that is required for the re-
searchers and the contractors to get 
along with the job, let alone the pro-
curement officers in the Department of 
Defense. So you need a deadline. We 
have this with every other weapons 
system that we procure. We have spe-
cific dates, specific time lines and we 
achieve our goal by developing those 
time lines with a certainty at the end. 
If you do not have a specific date, you 
are never going to get there, at least 
not in any efficient way. 

Finally, I argue that specifying a 
date for development, and selecting the 
date of 2003, is probably the best way 
for us to prevent the development and 
deployment of ballistic missiles by 
these rogue nations that we fear, na-

tions that cannot ever defeat us mili-
tarily, but certainly nations who can 
thwart our conduct of foreign policy 
and can do us great harm and do harm 
to our allies and forces deployed 
abroad. 

If we actually make it clear that we 
are committed to deploying a system, 
let us say by the year 2003, then I think 
that nations that are not very wealthy 
and that have a hard time acquiring 
the components or the completed sys-
tems will perhaps turn their attention 
to other methods for trying to throw 
their weight around. But as long as 
they know that nobody in the world is 
committed to deploying a system by 
any particular time, there is no reason 
for them not to proceed with their 
plans to buy the missiles or to develop 
the missiles and to develop the war-
heads that go on them, whether they be 
nuclear, biological, or chemical. And 
that is why we want to specify this 
date of 2003. 

There has been recently an argument 
about the cost. And it is too bad that 
this argument had to come at the time 
that it did because it is a totally bogus 
argument, yet I know some of our op-
ponents will use it against us. It is the 
Congressional Budget Office analysis of 
the cost of such a system. 

But if you read the analysis care-
fully, rather than just spouting the 
rhetoric of those who oppose a ballistic 
missile defense system, if you read the 
analysis carefully, you realize that 
CBO did not say that the system would 
cost somewhere between $40 and $60 bil-
lion or $14 and $40 billion or whatever 
the figures people like to throw 
around. What the CBO said was, well, it 
all depends on what you buy. If you 
buy everything that has ever been 
talked about, something that nobody is 
proposing, you could even spend up to 
$60 billion. My guess is you could spend 
more than that if you really wanted to 
buy everything that anybody had ever 
talked about. 

But the cold war is over. We are not 
talking about that anymore. I read you 
the Missile Defense Act. We are not 
suggesting a space shield, so we are not 
talking about the system that could 
cost that kind of money. 

Instead, what the CBO said with re-
spect to what we are really talking 
about is this. I want to quote from the 
CBO analysis. We are talking about an 
initial defense. I will quote. 

This initial defense would cost $14 billion, 
about $8.5 billion for the ground-based sys-
tem and $5 billion for the SMTS space-based 
sensors. The ground-based system could cost 
roughly $4 billion less if the Air Force’s pro-
posal for a Minuteman-based system was 
adopted. 

They should have said ‘‘were adopt-
ed.’’ Then they go on to discuss other 
kinds of options. 

The point is, that it all depends 
which house you choose to buy, as the 
majority leader analogized here. Do 
you want to buy the $40,000 house, the 
$80,000 house, the $150,000 house? Do 
you want to buy five houses at $4 mil-
lion each? 
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What the CBO said was, well, if you 

bought everybody’s idea of a neat 
house, it would cost a lot of money, 
might cost $60 billion. We are not talk-
ing about that. Let us not have any 
rhetoric from the opponents of this bill 
that it could cost up to $60 billion. CBO 
itself says what we are talking about 
would cost $14 billion. Mr. President, 
actually the administration has said 
that it would be less than that. The 
Secretary of Defense has said the sys-
tem that they like would cost $5 bil-
lion. 

I do not know whether it is $5 billion 
or $14 billion or something in between. 
In fact, they note it actually could be 
$4 billion less if the Minuteman-based 
system was adopted. That would be $10 
billion. I do not know which of these 
figures is correct. But we are talking 
about deploying a system over the next 
8 years or so. 

If you divide $10 billion into 8 years, 
that is a little over $1 billion a year. 
That is hardly something that we can-
not afford in the $265 billion defense 
budget when we are talking about pro-
tecting the lives of Americans and con-
ducting our foreign policy without 
being blackmailed by these tinhorn 
dictators around the world. 

So I think with respect to cost we 
should understand that we are talking 
about a system that is probably in the 
neighborhood of $5 to $10 billion, 
maybe $14 billion, maybe $20 billion at 
the most to do it the right way, but $14 
billion according to the CBO’s sugges-
tion of an initial deployment. 

I also note that CBO, in its esti-
mates, apparently included O&M costs, 
operations and maintenance costs for a 
period of 10 years in some of their esti-
mates. That is not ordinarily used to 
calculate the cost of acquiring any 
weapon systems. You understand both 
the acquisition cost and you under-
stand the cost of acquiring it and oper-
ating it for 10 years; but ordinarily you 
do not describe as the acquisition cost 
the additional costs of O&M for an-
other 10 years, which is what appar-
ently CBO did. So one better be very 
careful about throwing these numbers 
of the CBO estimate around, Mr. Presi-
dent. They do not support the argu-
ment that this is too expensive. 

Anybody that wants to make that ar-
gument is going to have to answer to 
the American people the first time that 
Americans are killed because some-
body has launched a missile against 
them, and answer the question what 
price their lives were worth. 

As a matter of fact, let us just stop 
and think for a moment, Mr. President. 
It was only 5 years ago that 28 Ameri-
cans were killed by a ballistic missile 
launched by Saddam Hussein during 
the Persian Gulf war. The largest num-
ber of Americans killed in a single at-
tack, 28 Americans died because we 
could not defend against a ballistic 
missile. 

That was in a theater that was far 
away. That was in a war that we were 
fighting. But let us move it just a little 

bit further out. We could not protect 
our own military. We could not protect 
the people of Israel who took scud hit 
after scud hit because the Patriots 
could not knock them down. In the fu-
ture we are not going to protect the 
people in Rome or London or Paris or 
Moscow or Anchorage or Honolulu or 
in South Korea or Japan or any num-
ber of places around the world that we 
will want to defend and will not have 
the capability of defending. Now, what 
price are those lives worth? 

Let me proceed just a little bit more 
with respect to the cost item, since I 
am informed Senator NUNN will be here 
in about 15 minutes and he will have 
some comments to make on this act. I 
will proceed to discuss some of the ar-
guments that have been raised against 
it that I was going to refer to later. 

One of the arguments is that the lan-
guage in the bill that discusses the 
ABM Treaty is really tantamount to 
an anticipatory breach of the treaty. 
This concerns some people greatly be-
cause they also believe if we proceed to 
defend ourselves, people in Russia will 
begin acting very irresponsibly with re-
spect to START I and START II, and 
they may not even ratify START II. It 
has been predicted they will begin vio-
lating the START I treaty that both 
countries are already bound by. 

Mr. President, I have two basic 
things to say about this. First, this 
kind of argument is reminiscent of the 
cold war. It was the argument between 
those who wanted appeasement on the 
one hand and those who believed in 
peace through strength on the other 
hand. Appeasement was no stranger at 
the time of the cold war, but I thought 
everyone learned the lesson of Munich. 
Neville Chamberlain, who believed in 
his heart he had won peace in our time 
after he came back from Munich, we 
now know that the concessions that 
were made by the allies at that time to 
Adolf Hitler, the appeasement of Hitler 
was what created the appetite for him 
to take even more and finally go be-
yond the point that the allies could en-
dure. That is how World War II began. 

There were then those in the cold 
war era who felt if we just gave the So-
viets what they wanted, if we appeased 
them, everything would be right. What 
we found, every act of appeasement led 
to another act of aggression, and it was 
only when we began to confront aggres-
sion with strength, with resolve, with 
courage, with willpower, with defense, 
that the aggressor said, ‘‘OK, we did 
not really want that after all.’’ 

Finally, through the development of 
our defense forces in the early 1980’s, 
the focus on developing a defense 
against ballistic missiles, the resolve 
demonstrated through President Rea-
gan’s famous peace through strength, 
our adversary realized it could not de-
feat us militarily. President Gorba-
chev, to his credit, knew he could not 
defeat us economically, that the polit-
ical system they developed, combined 
with the economics of that system, 
were insufficient to sustain the kind of 

effort that would be needed to bury us, 
as Khrushchev said. 

That is why the Soviet Union fell. 
Appeasement never worked. Strength 
did. The argument that if we do not do 
what the Russians want, everything 
will be bad, goes back to that old idea, 
that old philosophy of appeasement. It 
has been said if we even talk about 
amending the ABM Treaty, the Rus-
sians will violate START I, they will 
not destroy all the missiles they prom-
ised to destroy, that the Russian Duma 
will not ratify START II. 

We will take each of those things. 
First of all, the United States has al-
ready suggested the possibility of 
amending the ABM Treaty to the Rus-
sians, and we had conversations with 
them about it. They did not walk away 
and say, ‘‘This is absolutely nuts. We 
will never do that.’’ This was done dur-
ing the Bush administration. 

Second, there are ongoing discussions 
today about changes to the meaning of 
the ABM Treaty as circumstances have 
changed. In fact, there are ongoing dis-
cussions in Geneva and elsewhere 
about the exact definition of strategic 
missiles that can be defended against 
under the ABM Treaty. It is not as if 
this thing was written in stone, never 
to be changed or even considered for 
modification. The cold war is over. Cir-
cumstances have changed. It is going 
to have to be changed, if not scrapped 
altogether, as threats and cir-
cumstances change. That is only right. 
Only those who do not understand the 
cold war is over would argue the ABM 
Treaty should never be changed. 

The next point, that the Russians ac-
tually will violate the START I Treaty 
if we talk about changing the ABM 
Treaty, Mr. President, the Russians 
have, in fact, already violated several 
treaties. They do not need us to talk 
about amending the ABM Treaty to do 
that. I think we need to separate the 
two. There is no direct linkage, and 
there should not be. 

The point is, the Russians will do 
what they think is in their best inter-
est. If the United States makes it clear 
to the Russians it is in their best inter-
est to continue to comply with START 
I and to talk to us about making 
changes in the ABM Treaty, they will 
do that. As a responsible country, I be-
lieve that Russia will be responsible in 
pursuing that course of action with us. 
If the Russians decide not to ratify the 
START II Treaty because they do not 
think it is in their national interest, 
there is nothing we can do to stop 
them from that. 

I do not think by stopping any dis-
cussion of defending ourselves against 
ballistic missile attack it will make 
one bit of difference. I could quote nu-
merous Russians who made the state-
ment the reason that the Duma would 
not proceed to ratify START II does 
not have anything to do with the 
START II Treaty but has to do with 
what they perceive the costs to be and 
what they perceive their national in-
terests to be. Therefore, I think it is 
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foolish for us to believe we have that 
much control over what the Russian 
Duma does, that if we begin talking 
about changing the ABM Treaty, it 
will cause them to change their plans. 
I do not think that is correct. In any 
event, if it were, what that would 
argue for is the United States could 
never do anything in our national in-
terest to protect our citizens because it 
might cause some irresponsible Rus-
sians to act in a way inimical both to 
their interests and ours. I do not think 
that is logical. 

In addition to this, Mr. President, it 
is not as if we are breaching the ABM 
Treaty. As I noted, the ABM Treaty al-
lows for amendment. It is like the Con-
stitution. We all say we should be very 
careful about amending the Constitu-
tion. It is a pretty sacred document, 
true. But we have amended it because 
it has within it the means of amending 
it. Our Founding Fathers knew it was 
not a perfect document for all time, 
that we might want to make changes 
to it. Who were the first group to make 
changes? Our Founding Fathers. They 
adopted the Bill of Rights. 

The ABM Treaty, which has existed 
now for over 20 years, I daresay is not 
as sacrosanct as the U.S. Constitution. 
It could be amended, and therefore it 
provides within its terms for amend-
ment as time goes on. 

Many would argue that actually the 
treaty no longer exists because the 
country with whom it was negotiated 
no longer exists; namely, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
U.S.S.R., no longer is. Some say Russia 
acceded to interests. That may or may 
not be under international law. But it 
is a change, an amendment, to reflect 
changed circumstances. You cannot 
deny that. 

In addition to that, in addition to al-
lowing for amendment, the treaty al-
lows for withdrawal if it is in the 
United States’ interest. All we have to 
do under the treaty is give notice that 
6 months later we will withdraw, and 
we can walk away from the treaty. 
That is what the treaty itself provides 
for. 

Why would people be critical of the 
Defend America Act, which specifically 
says, in order not to cause a violation 
of the ABM Treaty, we should begin 
discussion with the Russians now, tell-
ing them of our desire to develop a bal-
listic missile defense, of the fact that 
there may be circumstances under 
which it would run counter to the 
terms of the ABM Treaty, and there-
fore suggesting we sit down and talk 
with the Russians about ways to mod-
ify the treaty to accommodate the 
kind of defenses both of our countries 
are going to need in the future. What is 
wrong with that? That is not an antici-
patory breach. That is not saying we 
will violate the law sometime in the 
future and have a cause of action 
against us today. That is a real, gen-
uine effort on our part to be totally up-
front and say we will have to make 
some changes sooner or later, probably, 
so will you not sit down with us and 
talk about what the changes might be. 

If, for some reason, the Russians ab-
solutely will not talk to us, the act 
says that the President still has a 
year—not 6 months, as the treaty pro-
vides, but an entire year—within which 
to seek these negotiations and with-
draw at the end of that year if the Rus-
sians have not been willing to talk to 
us, that withdrawal being based upon 
the provisions of the treaty itself, al-
lowing withdrawal in the national in-
terests of the United States. 

The President of the United States, 
Bill Clinton, has already declared a na-
tional emergency based upon the bal-
listic missile threat. If there is a na-
tional emergency, then certainly the 
conditions exist under which we could 
withdraw from the treaty if we desire 
to. No one is suggesting that at this 
point. My point is, simply, that it is 
not an anticipatory breach for us to 
pass this law. Anyone who argues to 
the contrary, really seriously, Mr. 
President, has not read the language of 
the Defend America Act. It does not 
call for anticipatory breach. 

I have already dealt with the argu-
ment that this is just a straw horse 
from the Reagan era of the star wars 
system. That is not what we are talk-
ing about. I had to read the language of 
the act to make the point. I do not 
doubt there will be some who have not 
bothered to read it and who will come 
here and talk of star wars and space 
shield and the rest. Remember what I 
said, Mr. President, they are simply 
setting up a straw man to knock down. 
It is not what we are talking about 
here. 

There has been some question about 
the threat and when the threat will ac-
tually evolve. There is much that could 
be said about this, some of which I will 
reserve for a little bit later on. I do not 
think that anyone would credibly deny 
that by the year 2003, there is a signifi-
cant probability that threats will exist 
beyond the acknowledged threat that 
exists today from either Russia or 
China. 

Now, there is a question about when 
the North Koreans will actually be able 
to reach the continental United States 
and whether ‘‘continental’’ means the 
lower 48, or Alaska, or Hawaii. I really 
do not think it matters much. Clearly, 
by about the year 2003, the North Kore-
ans will have a missile that is able to 
reach South Korea, Japan, the Phil-
ippines and, possibly, Alaska and Ha-
waii. That ought to be enough, Mr. 
President. For those who say, ‘‘Well, 
let us wait until the threat is there to 
develop the system,’’ I say, at that 
point it will be a little too late. Until 
you can develop and deploy a system, 
you are susceptible to the blackmail 
that a regime like that could visit 
upon you. 

I do not doubt that if the same lead-
ers who control North Korea today are 
in power at that point, it could create 
great mischief if we did not have a 
means of defending ourselves. 

With respect to that threat, many 
things can be said. I have to begin by 
saying that the year 2003 being 7 years 
down the road is certainly a point at 

which we ought to be prepared to de-
fend against a threat from countries 
like North Korea, even if we are not 
concerned about a threat from Russia 
or China today—particularly an acci-
dental launch from one of those coun-
tries. The national intelligence esti-
mate, which is touted by some, sug-
gesting that the threat will not occur 
for 10 or 15 years does not support that 
proposition. It only supports the propo-
sition that if a country started today 
and began to indigenously develop a 
weapon, that it might take that long 
before they could do it. As we know, 
that is not the way most nations ac-
quire the weapons. They buy them, for 
instance, from Russia, China, or North 
Korea. If they cannot buy a complete 
system, they buy components from 
whomever, and they put them to-
gether. The Iraqi scuds were done like 
that. So if you calculate the time it 
takes a country to buy a space-launch 
capability, which is just as effective as 
a ballistic missile war fighting capa-
bility, or components of a system to 
put it together, it is clear that numer-
ous nations do not mean us any good in 
the world, and they could develop the 
systems before the year 2003. 

I also make the point that the United 
States has a history—an unfortunate 
history—of turning a blind eye to re-
ality and the facts because we are a 
peace-loving Nation. We do not like to 
assume others would do us harm, at 
least in a sneaky fashion. But Pearl 
Harbor is the best example of where in-
telligence pointed the way directly and 
specifically to a threat. If we had been 
more suspicious or cynical of the Japa-
nese at that time, we would have prob-
ably understood that that was a very 
real threat and would have been better 
prepared to deal with it. But we were 
not. It was our own fault, in many re-
spects. 

That same thing could be said about 
the situation today. It will be our own 
fault if some nation decides to be very 
sneaky about the way it develops a 
weapon and deploys that weapon 
against us. Iraq, we know, was much 
more capable than we ever had any rea-
son to expect 5 years ago. We now 
know that. We know that other coun-
tries are seeking to acquire this tech-
nology, such as North Korea, the Ira-
nians, and so on. Yet, somehow we just 
try to delude ourselves into thinking 
that maybe everything will be all 
right, that we really will not have to 
worry about it, so let us not bother to 
worry about it until we are sure the 
threat is there. 

Well, Mr. President, at that point it 
is too late; the horse is out of the barn. 
The unfortunate thing about that anal-
ogy is that it does not begin to describe 
the horrors that could be visited upon 
people if we wait until it is literally 
too late. I would rather be a year too 
early and maybe spend a little bit more 
money than we had to, and maybe lock 
in technology a little bit earlier, than 
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I would be to be a year too late be-
cause, frankly, at that point, no one 
knows what the harm would be, wheth-
er it would be an actual attack, or 
whether it would be simply thwarting 
important foreign policy goals of the 
Western alliance because we did not 
have the weapons to stop a ballistic 
missile attack. 

As I said, Mr. President, I will defer 
discussion of this threat because I real-
ly do not think that reasonable oppo-
nents to the Defend America Act will 
argue that there is no potential threat 
there. They may argue that it may not 
be as serious by the year 2003 as I think 
it might be, but I do not think anybody 
could credibly argue that the threat is 
not there. We can quote the former CIA 
Directors. Jim Woolsey made the point 
very clear. I will note, Mr. President, 
that as recently as May 31, the Wash-
ington Times carried two stories that I 
thought were, frankly, very dis-
tressing. The lower story said, ‘‘Wool-
sey Disputes Clinton Missile Threat 
Assessment.’’ He was President Clin-
ton’s first Director of the Central In-
telligence Agency. This article from 
the Associated Press points out in nu-
merous ways the areas in which former 
CIA Director Jim Woolsey believes 
that the Clinton administration is un-
derestimating this missile threat in an 
effort not to go forward with the Bal-
listic Missile Defense Act. 

The other headline is, ‘‘White House 
Misled Joint Chiefs on ABM Treaty 
Talks.’’ I understand there was a letter 
written around May 1 by one or more 
of the Joint Chiefs that says, ‘‘We real-
ly do not need this Defend America 
Act.’’ Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that this newspaper article be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, this makes 

the point that the Joint Chiefs were 
misled. They were basically told that 
the administration was not going to go 
forward with certain plans, that there 
were not changes being contemplated 
to the ABM Treaty that, in fact, were 
being contemplated, that there were 
not limitations being placed upon cer-
tain of our systems. And as a result, 
they could clearly have been lulled 
into the belief that we did not need the 
kind of Missile Defense Act we are 
talking about now. I suggest that if all 
of the information is known to all of 
the people concerned, we will be much 
more serious about going forward with 
a missile defense plan. 

Finally with respect to this point, I 
note that the President himself has re-
cently begun to talk about the need for 
missile defense. Some say that this is a 
political reaction to BOB DOLE’s leader-
ship on the issue. It may be. But I will 
acknowledge that the President, as 
well as the rest of us, is interested in 
defending the American people. Which-
ever is the case, the President has ac-
knowledged the threat. So we are only 
arguing about exactly when the threat 
will materialize. The President’s posi-

tion is that we might be able to wait a 
little longer and deploy a system a lit-
tle after 2003 and still get by. He may 
be right. But my point is, is it worth 
the risk? 

When we have the technology, we 
have spent the money and—as a matter 
of fact, if we talk about a sea-based 
system, we have the aegis cruisers, and 
they have the radars, and they already 
have the satellites in space which can 
detect a launch, and we have basically 
half of the standard missile on these 
ships. We simply have to put the sec-
ond part of the missile on with the 
components on the tip of it to enable 
us to hone in and guide the missile to 
be intercepted. That is all we are talk-
ing about developing with respect to 
that system. We have proceeded sig-
nificantly along with the development 
of the THAAD program. 

No, Mr. President, the problem is 
that if there is a problem with deploy-
ing these systems, it is, as Senator 
THURMOND said earlier, that the admin-
istration, year after year after year— 
all 4 years—has submitted budgets 
where the administration has sought to 
reduce the amount of expenditure for 
missile defense, and specifically for the 
national missile defense. They have 
been willing to go forward with the 
tactical missile defense, to a degree, 
but not to the degree called for in the 
legislation we have passed and the 
President has signed. He does not want 
to go forward with a national missile 
defense. 

That is perplexing. I do not under-
stand how it is all right to help our 
friends, like the Israelis, defend them-
selves—and there has been money there 
in the last several years to help the 
Israelis build the Arrow Missile De-
fense System to protect their home-
land and people. So I do not understand 
why U.S. tax dollars should be spent on 
that system and not on a similar sys-
tem to protect the United States. I am 
all for the development of the Arrow. I 
have been to Israel and have seen the 
threat they live under from their 
neighbors that would do them harm. 
They understand the need for a missile 
defense, and we have been willing to 
support their national missile defense 
system. 

Why is the President of the United 
States willing to spend money so that 
the people of Israel will not be killed in 
a missile attack, and he is not willing 
to spend money so that the people of 
the United States are free from missile 
attack? I do not understand that. 

Mr. President, as I said, reasonable 
people can differ about whether the 
threat will occur in the year 2003, 2007, 
or in the year 2000. But you cannot 
argue about the fact that the threat 
will be there, and, in some respects, it 
already is. 

So if we are willing to spend that 
money and to make that commitment 
to defend the people of other countries, 
why are we not willing to make that 
commitment to defend the people of 
the United States? 

Let me make this point. When poll-
sters ask Americans around the coun-

try how we would defend ourselves 
against a missile attack, Americans 
answer with a variety of very innova-
tive responses. ‘‘Well, we will shoot 
them down.’’ How? ‘‘Well, we have air-
planes with missiles that will shoot 
them down. Well, we will shoot them 
down with our own missiles. Well, we 
have lasers in space. I am not sure how, 
but we will shoot them down.’’ 

The fact is that we do not have any 
way of shooting them down. We are to-
tally vulnerable to an attack. 

Do you know what about 80 percent 
of the Americans who respond to these 
surveys say? They say that is abso-
lutely irresponsible and we have to do 
something about it today to turn this 
situation around—today. They are 
shocked to know that we are vulner-
able to missile attack. 

I guess it is our own fault for not 
making the point to people that we do 
not have a defense. It is particularly 
shocking, I guess, for not correcting 
this deficiency given the fact that the 
Persian Gulf war was 5 years ago and 
we have let 5 years go by without mak-
ing very much progress toward the de-
velopment and deployment of these de-
fenses. I would have thought that after 
28 Americans were killed in one Scud 
attack and after Israel was attacked by 
Iraq that the United States would fi-
nally have committed itself to building 
missile defenses to protect the United 
States and the people of the United 
States. We kind of frittered away our 
money and time. Now we have other 
nations in addition to Iraq that are 
very aggressively and very actively de-
veloping these weapons. Yet, we do not 
seem to be any further down the road 
toward making a commitment to de-
velop and deploy the system. 

As I said, if you look at every other 
weapons system that we bought, let us 
say the F–15, or the F–16, or the car-
rier, the Trident submarine, you name 
it, the only way we have of being able 
to get it done is say we want to buy 
this weapon, we want to have it done 
by x date, therefore, we are going to 
appropriate the money necessary to 
achieve deployment by that date, and 
we ask the administration to come for-
ward with a plan which lays out the 
specific deadlines for a specific time-
table by which the tests are going to be 
conducted, and eventually we will get 
to the point of deployment. Usually it 
takes a little longer than we predicted, 
but we try to set those dates up so that 
we actually achieve the objective. 

That is what we are asking for in this 
legislation by setting a specific date. 
We are saying, we know we will never 
get there if we keep moving the goal-
posts and if we never set an actual date 
for deployment, so let us set the day 
and let us get on with it. If we do not 
do that, we will never get there. That 
is why I say it really is a bogus argu-
ment to talk about the threat, because 
everyone acknowledges there is a 
threat. They simply argue about when 
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it will really surface. I submit that it 
is not worth playing around with that 
question, particularly since we know 
that 5 years have elapsed since Ameri-
cans have been killed by a ballistic 
missile. 

There is another subargument here 
that I really want to deal with very 
briefly, and since Senator NUNN is not 
here I am going to go forward. This is 
the argument that deterrence is suffi-
cient and we already have the ability 
to retaliate against someone who 
launches a missile, and that ought to 
be enough to deter them from ever 
doing so. 

I ask the question again. Given the 
fact that the United States pulled out 
of Iraq and did not use any kind of 
weapon of mass destruction against 
Saddam Hussein, did not even destroy 
his palace guard at the conclusion of 
that war, and given the fact that Presi-
dent Bush himself made the point on 
several occasions that we mean no 
harm to the Iraqi people, we only wish 
that the regime of Saddam Hussein 
would not act irresponsibly and that 
we would try to defeat it—given those 
facts, is it credible to assume that the 
United States in the future will use a 
nuclear weapon or a chemical or bio-
logical weapon on the people of a coun-
try whose leaders attack us, or who 
threaten to attack us, or who threaten 
to attack, say, the French, the British, 
the Israelis, or the Russians? Is that a 
credible deterrent? Are we going to 
deter Mu’ammar Qadhafi, or the lead-
ers of Korea, or some other country? I 
do not think so. 

I think that deterrence argument, if 
it did work in the cold war—there is 
some dispute about it—is not the kind 
of argument that is going to work 
today against countries that frankly 
do not think we will use the deterrent 
and do not care, in any event. The risk 
of failure on relying on deterrence is 
simply too great to rely on that doc-
trine today. It will not work against 
the kind of nations that mean us harm 
today. It is not credible. 

I note the fact that Secretary Perry 
himself, in the Nuclear Posture Review 
on September 20, 1994, made the fol-
lowing comment, with which I totally 
agree. 

We now have an opportunity to create a 
new relationship, based not on MAD, not on 
Mutual Assured Destruction, but rather on 
another acronym, MAS, or Mutual Assured 
Safety. 

What he was talking about was the 
ability to deter aggressor nations based 
upon the fact that we can defend our-
selves, and, therefore, there was no 
point in their developing the means to 
attack us, or initiating such an attack; 
that because we had the ability to de-
fend ourselves, it would make it impos-
sible for them to succeed, and, there-
fore, there would be no point in their 
expending the funds to do so. That is 
the theory of defensive deterrence, and 
it really is the only kind of defense 
that will exist against the kind of 
threat that we face today. When we 

were arrayed against the Soviet Union, 
it might have been a different matter, 
though that is questionable. But it is 
certainly not the case today. 

I had indicated when we talked about 
the START II Treaty that there were 
some people I would quote. Let me do 
that since I have the time, because this 
is the final argument, and that is, we 
are kind of playing with fire. We do not 
want to do anything that would disturb 
the Russians, and it could be that they 
would take actions that we would be 
sorry for if we did anything to anger 
them. 

Clearly, at this point in time, only 3 
weeks or so away from the Russian 
elections, our eyes are turned toward 
Russia because we understand that 
some very irresponsible people could be 
elected and lead the Russian State. 
That would be a real shame. None of us 
want to do that. All of us are hoping 
for the election of very responsible peo-
ple to lead the Russian nation, people 
with whom we can work in the future 
and continue to work on defense mat-
ters together, because we mean no 
harm to them. They should know that. 
We wish them well, and we hope they 
share that feeling and, therefore, en-
gage with us in those kind of agree-
ments that demonstrate the desire for 
peaceful nations to proceed along the 
path of peace and eliminate the kind of 
weapons of mass destruction that popu-
late the world today. 

That is why we hope very much that 
they continue to abide by treaties like 
the START I Treaty and that they 
would ratify the START II Treaty to 
further bring down the number of dan-
gerous weapons in the world. But here 
is what some of the Russians them-
selves have said with respect to the 
probability of their actions with re-
spect to the ABM Treaty. 

Alexi Arbatov, Deputy Chair of the 
Russian State Duma Defense Com-
mittee, complained that the loss of 
MIRV’d missile capability resulting 
from START II was a critical reason 
for them to be concerned with the 
START II Treaty. He stated that the 
Russians ‘‘cannot economically fill the 
gap with single warheads; it’s too cost-
ly.’’ He proposed developing a protocol 
that lowered START II warhead ceil-
ings to relieve their economic difficul-
ties with the treaty. 

In other words, what he was saying 
was that ‘‘it is going to be awfully ex-
pensive for us to bring down our war-
heads to the level called for in the 
START II Treaty. You all may be able 
to afford it in the United States. We 
can’t. So let us not bring them down 
quite so far.’’ 

Well, it may be that they will have a 
hard time doing that, but if they do not 
adopt the START II Treaty, it will be 
for reasons of economics, as he pointed 
out, not because the United States has 
suggested the need to look at an out-
moded ABM Treaty which previous 
Russian Governments have been will-
ing to look at themselves. 

U.S. Ambassador Brooks predicted 
the Russians will be forced to go well 

below START I levels with or without 
START II for economic reasons. He was 
actually proposing a slightly different 
argument related to economics. He was 
saying the Russians are going to have 
to proceed with START I and maybe 
even START II limits in the long run 
because it is so expensive to maintain 
them, and while in the short run our 
thought may have been correct, Am-
bassador Brooks is probably correct 
with respect to the long run. 

It is in both of our interests in the 
long run to save money by not having 
to maintain these expensive stockpiles. 
It costs money to dismantle them ini-
tially. That is why people like Senator 
NUNN and others have been responsible 
for proposing U.S. assistance to enable 
the Russians to bring down their stock-
piles. It is for economic reasons that 
the Russians will find it impossible to 
continue to maintain this high level of 
stockpile. It does not have anything to 
do with the ABM Treaty. 

Neither the United States nor Russia 
will have the capacity to enter into an-
other arms race, I suspect, whether or 
not we made modifications to the ABM 
Treaty. 

Clearly, with respect to other nations 
like China, the START I and START II 
Treaties do not even apply here. So 
though some say we should not even 
begin to change the ABM Treaty be-
cause of the Russian response, I would 
counter by saying: What about the Chi-
nese? What about other countries that 
are not even involved in the START I 
or START II Treaty? 

Clearly, deploying this, or beginning 
to talk about amending the ABM Trea-
ty so we deploy an effective defense 
system is in the national defense inter-
est of the United States and we should 
not be deterred from proceeding with 
that step simply because there may be 
some who contend that the Russians 
will be unhappy and therefore there 
would be a reaction against us. 

Mr. President, since I have other 
time, let me proceed with one final 
point, and then I would be happy to 
yield to anybody else who would like to 
speak. 

What we are talking about here, for 
those who might not have been with us 
at the very beginning, is a very mod-
est—very modest—first step. It is 
called the Defend America Act. It was 
brought to the Senate floor by Major-
ity Leader BOB DOLE. It is true that he 
has made a political issue of this but 
only because the American people have 
been shocked to find out that the 
United States is undefended against a 
ballistic missile attack. 

That is why Senate Majority Leader 
BOB DOLE, the Republican Presidential 
nominee, has said it is important for us 
to get on with the job of ultimately de-
veloping and deploying a system that 
could defend the United States, at least 
in a modest way, against certain kinds 
of limited attack. So the Defend Amer-
ica Act that we have before us is a very 
modest first step toward that end. 

It is not the space shield that some 
people would like to talk about. It is 
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not a hugely expensive kind of project 
that CBO has said we could develop. 
Yes, we could, but that is not what this 
is. It is really a very modest attempt, 
and it is important for the Senate, I 
think, to begin this debate and, hope-
fully, to have a vote on this act in the 
relatively near future. 

The House of Representatives was 
scheduled to take this up just before 
the Memorial Day recess and did not do 
so at that time, passing the budget in-
stead. But I am hopeful, too, that the 
House of Representatives will take up 
the Defend America Act very soon. The 
important thing for the American peo-
ple to know is that the Senate will not 
be able to vote on this act unless 60 
Members of the Senate agree, because 
of a procedure that we have here which 
says that anybody can object to bring-
ing up a bill and, if they do, it takes 60 
Senators then to have a vote on it—60 
Senators have to agree. That is called 
invoking cloture. Tomorrow afternoon 
at 2:15, we are going to have a vote to 
invoke cloture, that is to say, to stop 
this debate that has been going on and 
to have a vote on proceeding with a 
vote on the bill. There will still be an 
opportunity to further debate the bill 
after that, but then we would have a 
vote before the end of the week on the 
Defend America Act. 

This will be the last chance that Ma-
jority Leader BOB DOLE has to bring 
this act up during his time in the Sen-
ate. I think it is important even for 
those people who do not necessarily 
agree with the Defend America Act, 
who for some reason want to support 
the President of the United States in 
his opposition to it. Maybe for political 
reasons they want to vote against it 
because it would hurt BOB DOLE and 
help Bill Clinton. I can understand all 
of those things even though I think it 
would be irrational to vote against it 
for purely political reasons. But what-
ever reasons my colleagues might have 
for ultimately voting against it, I find 
it hard to understand why any of them 
would oppose having a vote on it. 

What are they afraid of? Mr. Presi-
dent, what are they afraid of? Why 
would Members of this body—and spe-
cifically now I am talking about Demo-
crats, since I believe all the Repub-
licans will support the cloture vote, 
will support taking a vote on the De-
fend America Act. Not all Republicans 
probably will vote for it in the end, al-
though most will. But why would 
Democrats almost to a person oppose 
even taking a vote on this bill? Why? I 
can think of only one reason, and it is 
not a pleasant thought. That one rea-
son is politics. 

I read the Defend America Act. There 
is nothing in there that every one of us 
does not believe, with the possible ex-
ception of the actual deployment by 
the year 2003. I have discussed the rea-
sons why I think 2003 is a good date. 
Now, others may disagree. They have 
the right to express that disagreement 
by voting against the bill. Even though 
they may agree with everything else in 

it, they might not like that, so they 
want to vote against it. They have the 
right to vote against it. We would still 
be debating for another day or day and 
a half after we invoke cloture, so by 
the end of this week we could have a 
vote on this bill. 

Now, why would colleagues not even 
let us vote on the bill? Why would they 
say: No; BOB DOLE, you cannot have a 
vote? Is it because they do not want 
Americans to be free from ballistic 
missile attack? I do not think so. I do 
not think there is a person here who 
believes that. 

I can only think of one reason, Mr. 
President, and that is to deny BOB 
DOLE the right to have a vote on his 
bill. Now, I urge my colleagues, Repub-
licans and Democrats alike, who have 
stood in this Chamber and who have 
stood in receptions and dinners and 
other fora to laud BOB DOLE and pay 
tribute to him for the long service that 
he has given to our country, most re-
cently in the Senate, but before that in 
the House and, of course, serving in our 
military, I appeal to all of my col-
leagues who have genuinely expressed 
their appreciation for BOB DOLE’s serv-
ice, Democrats and Republicans alike, 
recognizing that whether he is to be 
the President of the United States or 
not, he is to be respected as a strong 
national leader who for years has done 
a lot of good things for this country— 
and nobody believes more strongly in 
the defense of the United States than 
BOB DOLE—I would urge those col-
leagues of mine, Democrats and Repub-
licans alike, to just stop and think and 
see if it is not within their heart to at 
least give him a vote on his bill. They 
can then vote against it, and he will 
understand those who have legitimate 
reasons for voting against it. But I 
think what he would find very hard to 
believe is that his colleagues would not 
even let him have a vote on this impor-
tant matter that, after all, is not that 
important to him personally or politi-
cally but is very important to the 
American people. BOB DOLE knows how 
important it is that we provide for our 
national defense. 

I will just conclude with this point. I 
have mentioned the Persian Gulf war 
many times, Mr. President. But after 
that Persian Gulf war was over and 
Dick Cheney and President Bush and 
Colin Powell and Norm Schwarzkopf 
were all given great kudos for winning 
the Persian Gulf war, what did they 
say? Well, most of them said it was not 
us that did it, obviously; it was the 
men and women we had trained so well 
that did the job. Of course, they were 
right. But Dick Cheney said one addi-
tional thing, and I will never forget it 
because he is a very reflective person. 
He said that it was not me, it was not 
us that won this war. It was the people 
10 and 15 years ago who made the deci-
sion then to invest in the kind of weap-
onry and training that enabled our peo-
ple to win today. They could not have 
foreseen the uses to which these weap-
ons would be put. They had to fight 

those who said that they were a waste 
of money at the time, that they cost 
too much, that they might not work, 
that they were not necessary, that 
there was no threat. They had to stand 
up in the face of all of those arguments 
and have the courage of their convic-
tion that someday, somewhere the 
United States might need that kind of 
weaponry to defend itself and its inter-
ests and it would be important for the 
men and women that we ask to go in 
harm’s way that we give them the very 
best to protect themselves. Dick Che-
ney said we really owe this victory of 
the Persian Gulf war to the people who 
were in the Congress and who were in 
the administrations at that time, who 
made the tough decisions to make the 
investment to build these things so 
that when we needed them they would 
be there, even though no one could pre-
dict when or where or under what cir-
cumstances that would be. 

Mr. President, I am saying the same 
thing today. We will hear all of the ar-
guments: Well, it may not work. Well, 
we do not know even who it is going to 
be used against. Well, we are not sure 
that the threat is here yet or even 
when there is going to be a threat. 
Well, we know there will be a threat, 
but it probably will not be for a while 
yet. We can take a chance. 

We have to stand up today just like 
those people did 10 and 15 years before 
Dick Cheney was Secretary of Defense 
and be courageous enough to make the 
investment to protect not only the 
American people but also our forces de-
ployed abroad and our allies, but most 
specifically the American people. That 
is what the Defend America Act is all 
about, so that 10 or 15 years from now, 
or 7 or 8 or 9 years from now when we 
have been able to thwart some kind of 
attack by an aggressor and people are 
patting everyone on the back saying 
job well done, those people will look 
back on the Congress of today and say, 
well, actually, they were the ones, 
those people back in 1996 who had the 
courage to go forward with the system, 
they were the ones to whom we owe our 
appreciation and perhaps our lives. 

Do we have the courage to make that 
kind of commitment today, at a very 
small, relative, expense, $1 or $2 billion 
a year out of a $265 billion defense 
budget, for maybe 10 years? That is not 
too high a price to pay for the lives of 
American people. 

So I ask my colleagues when we have 
this cloture vote tomorrow at 2:15, 
think about your children or grand-
children and your lives and the lives of 
those we will put in harm’s way 10 or 15 
years from now. Think about the leg-
acy we want to leave. Think about the 
people we want to protect, about the 
interests that we want to project in the 
world. Think about what that takes. 

Also, think about the unfairness of 
not even allowing this bill to come to 
a vote, and think about the final trib-
ute that you can pay to a great man, 
whether you agree with him politically 
or not, BOB DOLE, who, after all, has 
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asked nothing more than to be allowed 
to have a vote on this piece of legisla-
tion. 

For those reasons, I hope my col-
leagues will join us in voting for clo-
ture so we can have a vote on the Mis-
sile Defense Act sometime this week. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Times, May 31, 1996] 
WHITE HOUSE MISLED JOINT CHIEFS ON ABM 

TREATY TALKS 
(By Bill Gertz) 

Clinton administration officials misled the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff about efforts to reach 
an agreement with Russia at last month’s 
summit on the complex issue of clarifying 
the Anti-Ballastic Missile (ABM) Treaty, 
Pentagon officials said. 

To prevent details from being disclosed to 
the press, the military service chiefs were 
not told in advance of the Moscow summit 
about a White House plan to hold detailed 
talks between the two presidents aimed at 
reaching a partial agreement on what short- 
range anti-missile defense systems are legal 
under the 1972 ABM Treaty, according to of-
ficials who spoke on the condition of ano-
nymity. 

Several days before the April 22 summit in 
Moscow, a Pentagon briefer, explaining the 
White House summit agenda for defense 
issues, told a meeting of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff that the issue of ABM theater missile 
defense (TMD) demarcation would not be 
brought up at meetings between President 
Clinton and Russian President Boris Yeltsin, 
or other defense officials, they said. 

‘‘At the [Joint Chiefs] meeting, the chiefs 
were told ABM-TMD demarcation will not be 
discussed at the summit,’’ one official said. 
‘‘In fact that briefing was part of a delib-
erate deception plan on the part of the White 
House.’’ 

The postsummit realization that some offi-
cials acted dishonestly with the military 
chiefs upset many in the Pentagon, particu-
larly officials charged with developing mis-
sile defenses. 

‘‘Everybody was outraged,’’ one official 
said. ‘‘The only conclusion we could come to 
was that the White House negotiated with 
the Russians against its own military.’’ 

A second official said a senior general who 
took part in the briefing, held in the secure 
Pentagon room known as ‘‘the tank,’’ spe-
cifically asked the briefer to clarify whether 
the issue would be raised. The general, con-
cerned over Russian backtracking at earlier 
arms talks, was told missile defense would 
not be discussed at all, the official said. 

‘‘That conversation did occur, and that an-
swer was received,’’ a spokesman for the gen-
eral said, asking that his name and service 
not be identified. 

The briefer, an aide to Gen. John 
Shalikashvili, chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, explained that the only defense top-
ics to be discussed at the summit would be 
the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty, 
efforts to reach a nuclear test ban treaty, 
and chemical and biological weapons. 

Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin said during 
a postsummit news conference on April 22 
that they had discussed the ABM issue ex-
tensively. 

Mr. Clinton told reporters ‘‘real progress’’ 
was made on the ABM–TMD issue during five 
hours of talks. ‘‘I’m convinced that if we do 
this in an open way that has a lot of integ-
rity, I think we’ll all be just fine on this and 
I think it will work out very well,’’ Mr. Clin-
ton said. 

A new round of ABM talks with Moscow on 
missile demarcation began May 20 at the 
Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) in 
Geneva. The White House official said the 

Russians presented proposals at the session 
with ‘‘wrinkles’’—positions—opposed by U.S. 
negotiators. 

An earlier round of SCC talks broke off 
after they were deadlocked over Russian in-
sistence on reversing agreements reached 
earlier by U.S. and Russian officials outside 
the formal talks. 

Russia announced in the earlier meeting 
that any Pentagon work on higher-speed re-
gional missile defenses would be regarded by 
Moscow as illegal under the ABM Treaty 
until a second agreement is reached, a classi-
fied State Department cable said. 

Pentagon officials said a political agree-
ment reached by U.S. and Russian officials 
at the summit will limit U.S. use of space- 
based sensors with advanced missile de-
fenses, such as the Navy’s wide-area system 
known as Upper Tier. It also would bar work 
on the Air Force’s airborne laser gun, which 
will be capable of knocking down missiles 
shortly after takeoff. 

WOOLSEY DISPUTES CLINTON, MISSILE-THREAT 
ASSESSMENT 

President Clinton’s former CIA director 
yesterday accused the administration of 
playing down the threat of missile attack 
from Russia, China or elsewhere. 

R. James Woolsey, who headed the nation’s 
spy apparatus during the first two years of 
the Clinton administration, told a House 
committee that the administration has un-
derstated the missile threat on multiple 
fronts. 

In particular, Mr. Woolsey criticized a fre-
quently quoted National Intelligence Esti-
mate that found little threat of a missile at-
tack on the contiguous 48 states until well 
into the next century. 

‘‘I believe that the ‘contiguous 48’ 
reference . . . can lead to a badly distorted 
and minimized perception of the serious 
threats we face from ballistic missiles now 
and in the very near future—threats to our 
friends, our allies, our overseas bases and 
military forces, our overseas territories and 
some of the 50 states,’’ Mr. Woolsey told the 
House Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee. 

A White House official, who spoke on the 
condition of anonymity, said the United 
States has theater missile defenses that 
could be rushed into place to protect Alaska 
and Hawaii should a threat arise. 

He said the administration was ‘‘abso-
lutely in agreement’’ that the threat of ter-
rorism must be met, but said Mr. Clinton op-
poses rushing a system into place when a 
slower pace might result in a better defense. 

In his testimony, Mr. Woolsey said the 
chances of missile terrorism increase as po-
tentially hostile states improve their tech-
nology. 

‘‘It is quite reasonable to believe that 
within a few years [Iraqi leader] Saddam 
Hussein or the Chinese rulers will be able to 
threaten something far more troubling than 
firings of relatively inaccurate ballistic mis-
siles,’’ Mr. Woolsey said. ‘‘They may quite 
plausibly be able to threaten to destroy, say, 
the Knesset [Israel’s parliament], or threat-
en to create, in effect, an international 
Chernobyl incident at a Taiwanese nuclear 
power plant.’’ 

Mr. Woolsey, now practicing law in Wash-
ington, has been embraced by Republicans 
seeking funding to deploy a national missile- 
defense system by 2003: Mr. Woolsey said 
after the hearing that he supports legislation 
sponsored by Senate Majority Leader Bob 
Dole, the presumptive Republican presi-
dential nominee, and House Speaker Newt 
Gingrich to deploy the missile-defense sys-
tem. 

In an apparent endorsement of current ad-
ministration priorities, Mr. Woolsey said the 

Pentagon should place ‘‘primary impor-
tance’’ on developing theater missile de-
fenses while pursuing ‘‘a sound program to 
move toward some type of national defense.’’ 
But Mr. Woolsey criticized several aspects of 
administration policy. Specifically, Mr. 
Woolsey: 

Criticized the administration for trimming 
funding for some theater-defense systems. 

Questioned the administration decision to 
make highly accurate global-positioning-sys-
tem technology available commercially, a 
move that enemies could use to make their 
missiles even more accurate. 

Disputed Mr. Clinton’s assertion that U.S. 
intelligence does not foresee an emerging 
ballistic-missile threat in the coming dec-
ade. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to rise today in support of 
the Defend America Act of 1996 cur-
rently before the Senate which estab-
lishes, by the year 2003, a national mis-
sile-defense [NMD] system to protect 
the United States against limited, un-
authorized or accidental missile at-
tacks. The deployment of an NMD sys-
tem as articulated by the author of the 
bill—Senator DOLE—will not only de-
fend, it will deter—by reducing the in-
centive of rogue regimes to acquire 
ballistic missiles and weapons of mass 
destruction. 

I am deeply concerned, as are other 
Members of Congress, about increased 
interest by several countries hostile to 
this great Nation to acquire ballistic 
missiles capable of reaching the United 
States. As recently as last month, Clin-
ton administration officials, to include 
the former Director of Central Intel-
ligence [DCI]—R. James Woolsey—tes-
tified before Congress that the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate [NIE] used 
by the President to veto earlier pro-
posals to deploy a NMD system was 
flawed. Mr. Woolsey challenged the 
conclusion made by the NIE report 
that no long-range missiles will threat-
en the 48 contiguous States for at least 
15 years. Former DCI Woolsey further 
stated that limiting the estimate’s 
focus on the missile threat to the 48 
States ‘‘can lead to a badly distorted 
and minimized perception of very seri-
ous threats we face from ballistic mis-
siles now and in the very near future.’’ 

The Intelligence Community [IC] of 
the United States has confirmed that 
North Korea is developing an inter-
continental ballistic missile that will 
be capable of reaching Alaska or be-
yond once deployed. In April, Kim 
Myong Chol—a North Korean reported 
by the Washington Post to have close 
contacts to the government in 
Pyongyang—stated that North Korean 
leader Kim Jong-il has ordered the de-
velopment and deployment of strategic 
long-range ballistic missiles tipped 
with a super-powerful warhead. The 
purpose of this missile, according to 
Chol, is to provide North Korea with 
the capability to destroy major metro-
politan centers. This system is likely 
to be deployed in less than 10 years and 
be part operational intercontinental 
ballistic missile force capable of hit-
ting the American mainland. 

Additionally, the threat posed to the 
United States by the proliferation of 
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ballistic missiles is growing at an ever 
faster pace. Other rogue nations such 
as Iran, Iraq and Libya are also pur-
suing the development of longer range 
missiles to include those with an inter-
continental capability. According to 
the CIA, Iran is seeking to supplement 
its existing ballistic missile inven-
tories with the purchase from North 
Korea of the 1,000–1,300 kilometer (No 
Dong) ballistic missile. Iran—with help 
from China and North Korea—is seek-
ing to develop and produce its own bal-
listic missiles with the objective of 
producing a medium-range ballistic 
missile to threaten targets to a dis-
tance of 3,000 kilometers. Fore-
shadowing future successes, Iranian 
President Rafsanjani said as recently 
as August 1995 that: ‘‘An incredible 
thing has happened in defense so that 
we [Iranians] are making everything 
from rockets to the smallest military 
equipment. We are also exporters and 
could export to countries which we 
wish. You should know that we are one 
of the main centers for construction of 
defense equipment. Of course we can-
not advertise much in this sector and 
we do not wish to advertise because it 
is a defense sphere, but we are getting 
on with the job.’’ 

It should be mentioned that Iran is 
also aggressively pursuing a nuclear 
weapons capability and, if significant 
foreign assistance were provided (e.g., 
from China or Russia), could produce a 
nuclear device as early as the end of 
the decade. Moreover, Iranian leaders 
have in the past and continue to make 
numerous statements before cheering 
crowds along the lines of ‘‘The United 
States still remains the Great Satan’’ 
and ‘‘Mankind should not think the 
White House will remain forever. No, it 
will be destroyed.’’ 

I would like to stress that the Defend 
America Act emphasizes that the goal 
of defending Americans against bal-
listic missile attack must be accom-
plished in an affordable manner. Sen-
ator DOLE’s bill focuses on a $14 billion 
limited national missile defense [NMD] 
system. The Defend America Act calls 
for the use of programs currently in de-
velopment to serve as the building 
blocks for a system that will meet the 
missile threat as it emerges and has 
the flexibility to adapt to new develop-
ment in ballistic missile technology by 
rogue states. In contrast, the Congres-
sional Budget Office [CBO] highly in-
flated estimate of $31–$60 billion re-
flects the cost of a more robust defense 
that includes every option that might 
be done and could be done in the next 
20 years in order to protect the United 
States from an unrealistic attack of up 
to 200 warheads accompanied by sophis-
ticated countermeasures. 

It must be made clear and in very 
specific terms that the United States is 
firmly committed to a National Missile 
Defense system. And, therefore I urge 
Senators to support the Defend Amer-
ica Act of 1996. This measure will en-
sure that future generations of Ameri-
cans remain secure from long-range 
ballistic missile attack. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, last year 
the subject of national missile defense 
proved to be one of the most difficult 
issues we faced during the consider-
ation of the defense authorization bill 
for fiscal year 1996. This year, we may 
face similar challenges as a result of 
provisions in S. 1635, the proposed De-
fend America Act, which was intro-
duced by Senator DOLE and others on 
March 21, 1996, as well as certain provi-
sions in S. 1745, the Defense Authoriza-
tion Act reported by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. 

In my judgment, it would be rel-
atively easy to develop a consensus in 
the Congress as to what measures we 
should authorize in fiscal year 1997 to 
address the requirements of a sound 
national missile defense program. Dif-
ficulties arise, however, when we focus 
on decisions which do not need to be 
resolved at this time, but which as-
sume a great symbolic importance to a 
number of Senators and a number of 
commentators. 

Today, I would like to review last 
year’s actions on missile defense, dis-
cuss the proposals that have been in-
troduced to date, and set forth at least 
my own views as to how the Nation 
should proceed in both the short term 
and long term on the subject of missile 
defenses. 

Last year’s bill, as reported by the 
Armed Services Committee, proposed 
to legislate a requirement that the 
United States deploy by the year 1999 a 
prototype national missile defense sys-
tem which, because of the compressed 
time, would have necessarily had a 
very limited capability. The bill fur-
ther required the United States to de-
ploy a multiple-site ABM system with 
an initial operational capability by the 
year 2003. 

The bill also proposed the system 
would be augmented to provide a lay-
ered defense against a larger and more 
sophisticated type attack. In addition, 
the proposed language would have es-
tablished in permanent law a specific 
demarcation between what we call the-
ater missile defense and strategic mis-
sile defense or national missile defense, 
as the term is used in this debate. It 
also prohibited negotiations, or other 
executive branch actions concerning 
clarification or interpretation of the 
ABM Treaty and the line between the-
ater and strategic defenses. 

In my judgment, and that of many 
other Senators and of the administra-
tion, the language in last year’s bill 
was unacceptable. The requirement for 
a multiple-site system was clearly in-
consistent with the ABM Treaty which 

limits parties to a single site. The 
mandate for a layered system, which 
would require deployment of space- 
based systems, also was inconsistent 
with the treaty. The statutory demar-
cation between theater and national 
missile defense systems, and the prohi-
bition on negotiations by the adminis-
tration, also raised difficult constitu-
tional questions about the authority of 
the Congress to impinge on the Presi-
dent’s negotiating authority, as well as 
his role as Commander in Chief. 

When it became clear during the de-
bate that there was insufficient sup-
port for the bill as passed by the com-
mittee to also pass the Senate, the ma-
jority leader, Senator DOLE, and the 
minority leader, Senator DASCHLE, des-
ignated Senators WARNER, COHEN, 
LEVIN, and myself—two Democrats, 
two Republicans—to attempt to de-
velop a bipartisan substitute, and that 
we did. The result was a bipartisan 
amendment which provided extensive 
guidance to ensure that the United 
States would develop a more focused 
Missile Defense Program than the ad-
ministration’s then-current National 
Missile Defense Program. 

Mr. President, if any of our col-
leagues would like to look at a sound 
proposal that was negotiated—every 
word of it was negotiated—they will do 
well to review that in reviewing this 
debate before we vote on these matters. 

The bipartisan amendment stated 
that it, ‘‘is the policy of the United 
States to develop for deployment a 
multiple-site national missile defense 
system that: First, is affordable and 
operationally effective against limited, 
accidental, and unauthorized ballistic 
missile attacks on the territory of the 
United States, and second, can be aug-
mented over time as the threat 
changes to provide a layered defense 
against limited, accidental, or unau-
thorized ballistic missile threats.’’ 

The bipartisan amendment required 
the Secretary of Defense to: ‘‘develop 
an affordable and operationally effec-
tive national missile defense system to 
counter a limited, accidental, or unau-
thorized ballistic missile attack, and 
which is capable of attaining initial 
operational capability [IOC] by the end 
of 2003.’’ 

The bipartisan amendment also set 
forth the understanding of the Senate 
as to the demarcation between theater 
and ballistic missile defense systems, 
and established a prohibition against 
the use of funds: ‘‘to implement an 
agreement with any of the independent 
states of the former Soviet Union en-
tered into after January 1, 1995. that 
would establish a demarcation between 
theater missile defense systems and 
antiballistic missile systems for pur-
poses of the ABM Treaty or that would 
restrict the performance, operation, or 
deployment of United States theater 
missile defense systems except: First, 
to the extent provided in an act en-
acted subsequent to this act; second, to 
implement that portion of any such 
agreement that implements the cri-
teria in subsection (b)(1); or third, to 
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implement any such agreement that is 
entered into pursuant to the treaty 
making power of the President under 
the Constitution.’’ 

That amendment, developed by two 
Democrats and two Republicans, was 
approved overwhelmingly in the Sen-
ate by a vote of 85 to 13 and, interest-
ingly enough, only one Republican 
voted against the amendment. Most of 
the votes against the amendment were 
on the Democratic side by people who 
felt the amendment went too far to-
ward a national missile defense. Only 
one Republican, as I recall, voted 
against it. 

Despite this overwhelming approval, 
the bipartisan amendment was aban-
doned in conference, which was puz-
zling to me at the time and remains 
puzzling, to say the least, since it 
would clearly define our national mis-
sile defense goals and give renewed bi-
partisan emphasis to the importance of 
national missile defenses. 

The bipartisan amendment also had 
the added advantage that it would have 
been signed into law by President Clin-
ton, not an insignificant step if your 
motive is to get something done. In-
stead, the majority conferees decided 
to mandate a specific requirement to 
deploy a national missile defense sys-
tem by the year 2003. There is a dif-
ference here between ‘‘develop for de-
velopment’’ and ‘‘deploy.’’ 

‘‘Develop for deployment,’’ which was 
in the bipartisan agreement that 
passed the Senate, is a different term 
than ‘‘deploy,’’ because ‘‘develop for 
deployment’’ indicates a further deci-
sion has to be made after the develop-
ment has taken place before you decide 
to deploy, whereas ‘‘deploy,’’ as used 
then and as used in the act before us— 
that will perhaps be before us that is 
now the subject of debate—‘‘deploy’’ 
means deploy. It means you are mak-
ing a decision now to deploy a system 
that will be developed over a period of 
time and be, hopefully, ready in 2003. 

The Clinton administration expressed 
strong opposition to the conference re-
port, particularly in terms of its im-
pact on Russian consideration of the 
START II Treaty, which has not been 
ratified in Russia, which is designed to 
produce a second major reduction in 
United States and Russian nuclear 
weapons, including, I might state, Mr. 
President, getting rid of MIRV’d weap-
ons which has been the goal, to get rid 
of multiple warhead missiles aimed at 
the United States which has been the 
goal of Democratic and Republican 
Presidents for many years. 

The administration also expressed 
concern that the language could lead 
the Russians to abandon other arms 
control agreements if they conclude 
that it is United States policy to take 
unilateral action to abandon the ABM 
Treaty. And reading the act as it was 
proposed last year, I find it inescapable 
that that is what the Russians would 
conclude. 

In a letter to Senator DASCHLE dated 
December 15, Secretary of Defense Bill 

Perry stated, and I quote from that let-
ter: 

[B]y directing the NMD [National Missile 
Defense] be ‘‘operationally effective’’ in de-
fending all 50 States (including Hawaii and 
Alaska), the bill would likely require a mul-
tiple-site NMD architecture that cannot be 
accommodated within the terms of the ABM 
Treaty as now written. By setting U.S. pol-
icy on a collision course with the ABM Trea-
ty, the bill puts at risk continued implemen-
tation of the START I Treaty and ratifica-
tion of the START II, two treaties which to-
gether will reduce the number of U.S. and 
Russian strategic warheads by two-thirds 
from Cold War levels, significantly lowering 
the threat to U.S. national security. 

Ending the quote from Secretary 
Perry. 

As a result of those concerns, and 
other considerations, the President ve-
toed the bill. That was the main de-
fense authorization bill that was ve-
toed. 

When the conferees reconvened, the 
majority decided to drop all language 
dealing with missile defense. Again, 
from my perspective, a very curious po-
sition, because we had already shown 
overwhelming bipartisan support, in-
cluding every Republican, but one, in 
the U.S. Senate for what I would call 
the Nunn-Levin-Cohen-Warner amend-
ment which passed the Senate. So why 
we did not go back to that as a sub-
stitute after the vetoed bill is still puz-
zling to me. 

If the motive was to accelerate na-
tional missile defense, why would the 
majority not choose to insert the bi-
partisan amendment passed over-
whelmingly in the Senate and agreed 
to by the President? I still have that 
question today. We could have passed 
that. We would be 1 year further along 
with a national consensus on where we 
go with national missile defense. But 
here we are, again, fighting over this 
issue. It seems to me some would rath-
er fight over the issue than resolve it. 
Nevertheless, that is from my perspec-
tive. 

The Dole-Gingrich bill let me just ad-
dress briefly. 

On March 21, 1996, Senator DOLE in-
troduced S. 1635, entitled Defend Amer-
ica Act of 1996, on behalf of himself and 
19 other Senators. I might stipulate at 
the beginning that I agree in defending 
America and I think my record indi-
cates that over the years. So the title 
of the bill is not my problem. 

Speaker GINGRICH and others intro-
duced an identical version in the 
House. The Dole-Gingrich bill would 
mandate deployment of a national mis-
sile defense system by 2003 and selec-
tion of a particular architecture for 
that system a few months from now. I 
believe the date is March of next year. 
It gives the President 1 year from its 
enactment in which to negotiate modi-
fications to the ABM Treaty to permit 
the chosen architecture to be devel-
oped and deployed. 

So this is a very compressed time-
frame, based on all technical assess-
ments from the program managers, as 
to where we are now, particularly the 

items of selecting the architecture and 
in terms of negotiating an ABM Treaty 
amendment, which is not going to be a 
quick, easy matter, as everyone who 
has ever negotiated with the Russians 
knows. 

A critique of the Dole-Gingrich bill is 
set forth in a recent speech by Robert 
Bell, the Senior Director of Defense 
Policy and Arms Control on the Na-
tional Security Council. Mr. Bell takes 
the Dole-Gingrich proposal to task on 
several particular points. 

First, he notes that the Dole-Ging-
rich bill requires a deployment deci-
sion today well before we have a sys-
tem to deploy. 

Second, he suggests that the Dole- 
Gingrich bill appears to be a ‘‘stalking- 
horse’’ for the resurrection of the old 
SDI program intended to defend 
against much larger scale attacks than 
a limited national defense could cope 
with. 

Incidentally, the threat has changed 
immensely since those days because of 
START I and START II, at least the 
prospect of START II, in reducing the 
number of warheads, if these amend-
ments go through, reducing them very 
substantially from what existed in the 
1980’s when President Reagan proposed 
the original so-called star wars pro-
gram, which was an accelerated pro-
gram of larger scope than we had in ex-
istence in terms of research and devel-
opment. 

Third, Mr. Bell indicates that the 
Dole-Gingrich bill would constitute an 
‘‘anticipatory breach’’ of the ABM 
Treaty. 

Finally, Mr. Bell suggests strong 
Russian opposition to the 1-year dead-
line in the Dole-Gingrich bill for nego-
tiating changes in the ABM Treaty ac-
ceptable to the United States. 

Mr. President, I agree with many of 
Mr. Bell’s criticisms of the Dole-Ging-
rich bill. I ask unanimous consent that 
a copy of that speech be printed in the 
RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the non-

partisan Congressional Budget Office 
was asked to estimate the acquisition 
cost for the NMD system required by 
the Dole-Gingrich bill. On May 17, 1996, 
the Congressional Budget Office pro-
vided the Armed Services Committee 
with that cost estimate. CBO estimates 
that the total acquisition cost for the 
Dole-Gingrich bill through the year 
2010 would range from $31 billion to as 
much as $60 billion. 

As the CBO report notes: 
The wide range in the estimate reflects un-

certainty about two factors—the type and 
capability of a defensive system that would 
satisfy the terms of the bill, and the cost of 
each component of that system. 

Mr. President, CBO is right. There is 
a huge range because no one knows the 
system that we in this bill, if we pass 
this bill, would be by law saying had to 
be deployed. So if we pass this bill as 
is, we would be making a deployment 
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decision on a system that is not devel-
oped, that will cost, according to CBO, 
anywhere from $30 to $60 billion. In a 
period of time where we are trying to 
get our budget under control, to pass 
into law something that mandates the 
deployment of a system that could 
range in cost from $30 to $60 billion is, 
to say the least, puzzling for a Senate 
that has talked about fiscal prudence. 
Just a little $30 billion swing there in 
terms of what we are talking about. 

In its present form, Mr. President, I 
believe there is no question that the 
Dole-Gingrich bill, if and when passed 
by the Congress and sent to the Presi-
dent, will be vetoed just under the 
speed of light on both cost and arms 
control grounds. 

I emphasize, however—and I think 
certainly this is important, from my 
perspective—that I support a number 
of the concepts underlying the Dole- 
Gingrich bill, concepts that I believe 
are imperfectly presented in its text, in 
other words, flawed. 

Like the sponsors of that bill, I do 
not believe we can assume that no bal-
listic missile threat for the United 
States will emerge over the next 15 
years. 

Like the sponsors, I believe there is 
some preemptive and deterrent value 
to deploying a national missile defense 
system to defend against limited—I 
emphasize ‘‘limited’’—missile attacks 
even before the threat, certainly the 
rogue nation threat, has fully emerged. 

To understand the unwarranted cost 
of delay in deploying a limited na-
tional missile defense system, I think 
we need only look at the difficult situ-
ation today in the theater missile de-
fense area. Our theater missile defense 
systems arrived well after the short- 
range missile threat in the Middle East 
had emerged. When the Persian Gulf 
war began, Iraq had hundreds of short- 
range ballistic missiles at its disposal, 
while we had a very limited antimissile 
capability essentially grafted onto the 
Patriot air defense system. We were 
grateful for what we had. The results 
from Patriot defenses are still in some 
dispute—and certainly psychologically 
there was a big plus in having that sys-
tem, and also militarily—but it is clear 
that the Patriot’s performance did not 
resemble the ‘‘astrodome’’ defense that 
many missile defense enthusiasts envi-
sion. We are still playing catchup ball 
in the theater missile defense area, and 
we continue to do so today. 

Mr. President, there are three parts 
to the threat that encourage us, from 
my perspective, to move forward on a 
prudent basis on a national missile de-
fense system. 

First, there is a potential at some fu-
ture time for deliberate, long-range 
missile attacks from rogue nations. 
You can debate whether that is going 
to be in 5 years, 10 years, 2 years, 4 
years. We all know that if certain pow-
ers in the world decided they wanted a 
rogue nation to have a missile and a 
nuclear warhead, it could happen over-
night. I do not think that is likely be-

cause I do not think it is to Russia’s 
benefit or China’s benefit, or anyone 
else that is a nuclear power, to deliver 
a missile delivery system or a nuclear 
warhead to a rogue nation. 

The second threat is the threat of ac-
cidental launch from existing nuclear 
powers. That accidental is exactly 
what we are talking about here. We are 
not talking about deliberate in the sec-
ond threat, but accidental. 

There is a threat of unauthorized 
launch from existing nuclear powers. 

Since the threat of accidental and 
unauthorized launches of long-range 
missiles from both China and Russia 
exist today, I have no qualms about ad-
vocating the development and deploy-
ment of an accelerated but sensible— 
and I underscore both words, ‘‘acceler-
ated but sensible’’—basis of a limited 
national defense capability. 

The cost of that deployment can be 
viewed as a very reasonable insurance 
premium, if it is a prudent program 
against the catastrophic damage, the 
unimaginable loss of life that would re-
sult from even a single accidental or 
unauthorized nuclear missile aimed at 
an American city. I must add, however, 
the caution that everyone contem-
plating an insurance policy has to 
weigh the cost of the insurance pre-
mium against the risk of loss. Then 
you have to decide whether the risk 
warrants the premium. That is the way 
you have to decide a number of things, 
both in everyday life as well as in the 
defense arena. 

Today, as the CBO report makes 
plain, the cost of the Dole-Gingrich 
bill’s insurance premium for national 
missile defense is quite high. There-
fore, these have to be weighed care-
fully, each, in my view, separately but 
also collectively. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, I have some sympathy for some 
of the underlying concepts of the Dole- 
Gingrich bill. Unfortunately, as draft-
ed, the demerits of the Dole-Gingrich 
bill far outweigh its good features. 

Once again, as with last year’s abor-
tive national missile defense provi-
sions, the Dole-Gingrich bill contains a 
series of egregious provisions that have 
nothing to do with getting on with the 
deployment of this national defense 
system to defend America from limited 
attacks and much to do with the im-
plied hopes of a few in this body that 
the entire thrust of arms control and 
cooperation with the Russian federa-
tion can be reversed. 

I certainly do not attribute that to 
everyone who supports this bill. But I 
think there are some who believe we 
would be better off—and they believe 
this sincerely—if we tossed out START 
I, tossed out START II and simply 
went all out to provide defenses that 
would certainly have to be much more 
comprehensive, because the threat 
would grow greatly in comparison to 
what would happen if we do carry out 
these arms control agreements that are 
underway. 

Mr. President, I do not understand 
the logic that finds any advantage ac-

crued to the United States from our 
acting to destroy the START II Treaty 
well before it enters into force and 
take down with it the ABM Treaty and 
probably the START I Treaty as well. 
I do not understand that logic. 

Before START, the former Soviet 
Union had over 13,000 strategic nuclear 
warheads aimed at us; once START II 
enters into force, that total will be re-
duced to only 3,000 to 3,500 warheads. 

Mr. President, as I have already men-
tioned, the threat that we are talking 
about has three prongs. One is, rogue 
nation. That is the debating point 
about where that will develop. The 
other two prongs are already here—ac-
cidental and unauthorized launch. 

Does it not stand to reason there is 
much less chance of having an acci-
dental or unauthorized launch if the 
Russians have moved down from 13,000 
warheads to 3,000 or to 3,500, even with 
a military that is demoralized to some 
extent? Managing 3,000 to 3,500 war-
heads, if START II goes into effect and 
is implemented, is certainly a much 
more manageable situation than man-
aging 13,000 and greatly reduces the 
threat that this national missile de-
fense is aimed to prevent. 

There is a direct connection between 
the START agreements being imple-
mented and the reduction of threat 
that the National Missile Defense Act 
is aimed at. If we can get a major re-
duction in threat by carrying out arms 
control agreements, why would we 
want to disrupt that pattern? These 
agreements were negotiated and signed 
not by President Clinton or by Presi-
dent Carter but by President Reagan 
and by President Bush. 

Mr. President, does the Senate be-
lieve our defense budget will be smaller 
if START II fails? Does the Senate be-
lieve a U.S. national missile defense 
system sized to defend against START 
I force levels—which will be the levels 
if we disrupt the reduction; that will be 
what we will be left with—do we be-
lieve missile defense systems sized to 
defend against the force levels will be 
paid for by the Congress and the Amer-
ican people? If so, it will be far bigger 
than any $30 to $60 billion. That is for 
a limited system. That is for a limited 
system. 

If we go back to START I levels or 
START II levels you can take that fig-
ure and you can put a multiple on it. 
Does the Senate think the way to de-
ploy limited missile defense capability 
is to pass, on a party-line vote, a bill 
that is certain to be vetoed? Is that 
somebody’s idea of how you sustain a 
long-term program that will cost $30 to 
$60 billion? In my opinion, that is not 
the way you proceed. Primarily, what 
we will do if we pass this bill and it is 
vetoed, we will be in a posture where a 
number of people can issue press re-
leases, while yet another legislative 
year passes. How many ballistic mis-
siles can press releases defend against? 
Not many. 

Even if all the egregious language 
were removed from the Dole-Gingrich 
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bill, we would still be left with another 
fundamental problem. The Dole-Ging-
rich bill violates most precepts of 
sound acquisition policy. The Dole- 
Gingrich bill says we are going to de-
cide today to deploy ‘‘something’’ that 
can perhaps shoot down enemy long- 
range ballistic missiles that might be 
launched at U.S. territory by the year 
2003. The preferred NMD system is not 
even defined in the Dole-Gingrich bill. 
No prototype hardware exists. There is 
no test data to support a cost and ef-
fectiveness analysis. We have, at best, 
back-of-the-envelope cost and ‘‘sched-
ule’’ estimates provided by NMD devel-
opers to the ballistic missile defense 
organization. These developers’ cost es-
timates are much lower than those pro-
vided by the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office. I have seen a lot of 
weapons procured, and I have never 
seen a weapons developer overestimate 
the cost of the weapon. Just the re-
verse. I have seen almost every devel-
oper underestimate what it will cost. 
Of course that is their incentive. 

Let me ask my colleagues, would we 
rely on defense contractors to tell us 
the cost of a new aircraft program, a 
new submarine program, or a new ar-
mored vehicle program? Would we rely 
on contractors, unchecked, solely, to 
tell us how soon the system would be 
operational? Would we legislate pro-
curement of aircraft, ships, or armored 
vehicles, without knowing the outcome 
of research, development, testing, and 
evaluation? Would we commit to de-
ployment without independent review 
of the testing done by the developer? Of 
course not. Of course we use the infor-
mation a developer gives us, but we do 
enough testing and evaluation so we 
get an independent analysis. 

That is the only sound, prudent way 
to buy any system, let alone a system 
that has this kind of revolutionary 
technology. Yet many of our colleagues 
appear ready to buy the Dole-Gingrich 
bill’s proverbial pig in a poke, based on 
the back-of-the-envelope calculations, 
with no test data on any aspect of the 
system in hand today. 

Mr. President, it would be a sad day 
for this body if we abandon our com-
mitment to fly before we buy. Why 
would the Senate abandon its require-
ment that it will commit major fund-
ing to deploy complex major weapon 
systems only after adequate test and 
evaluation has been conducted? I do 
not understand how anyone can argue 
that the deployment mandate in the 
Dole–-Gingrich bill constitutes respon-
sible oversight and stewardship of the 
taxpayer dollars. 

Mr. President, I also would like to 
address the administration’s NMD Pro-
gram which may be offered as a sub-
stitute to the Dole-Gingrich bill. De-
spite all the sound and fury that will 
accompany the debate over the Dole- 
Gingrich bill, the fact is that the end 
points of it and the administration’s 
‘‘3-plus-3’’ —3 years of development fol-
lowed by 3 years of deployment—these 
programs are really quite similar. Both 

support extensive R&D on national 
missile defenses. Both provide the pros-
pect of a deployed national missile de-
fense system by the end of the year 
2003. The main differences are that the 
administration plans to carry out the 
development and testing of the compo-
nents of an NMD system for 3 more 
years while complying with the ABM 
Treaty and then consider whether or 
not to deploy that system, while the 
Dole-Gingrich bill commits us by law 
to a deployment decision on a non-
compliant system today. By ‘‘non-
compliant’’ I mean with existing treaty 
obligations of the countries. 

While I am in agreement with much 
of the administration’s program, I find 
that there are several omissions that, 
were they included, would materially 
strengthen the proposal. My major con-
cern with the administration’s pro-
posal is the absence of any real criteria 
for evaluating 3 years hence whether or 
not the time has come to end develop-
ment and start deployment. Signifi-
cant among the considerations of that 
point should be, it seems to me, wheth-
er the threat—and by this, I mean one- 
third of the threat, the rogue nation 
threat—has matured as rapidly as we 
expected it would. Certainly we will 
know more as the years unfold. We rec-
ognize additional time spent in devel-
opment usually leads to improved sys-
tem performance, but it can also lead 
in many cases to much cheaper ways of 
achieving the desired objectives. For 
example, the administration’s program 
also does not portray how much more 
effective or how much cheaper an NMD 
system might be if we were to defer de-
ployment for an additional finite pe-
riod, say 3 more years, if they were to 
conclude that the severity of the 
threat—in my view, the rogue nation 
threat, although the administration, 
which is where I differ significantly, 
they define the threat as only the 
rogue nation threat; I define that as 
one of the threats, the other two being 
accidental and unauthorized, and that 
threat is already here—if they were to 
conclude the severity of the rogue na-
tion threat does not require an imme-
diate deployment. 

Mr. President, we have to consider 
all of these threats in assessing wheth-
er the risk is worth the premium or 
whether there are other ways we could 
spend the premium money to enhance 
our security more than will enhance it 
with this type system. That is the bal-
ance that is missing in this bill. 

Mr. President, earlier I used the anal-
ogy of buying insurance in discussing 
the threat to the United States from 
attack by nuclear weapons delivered by 
long-range missiles. I noted that one 
must consider the cost of the insurance 
premium and the risk of loss. Many 
view the creation of nuclear weapons a 
half-century ago as the event that 
cracked open Pandora’s box, allowing 
evils to escape, namely nuclear weap-
ons. Increasingly, however, we are rec-
ognizing that the end of the cold war 
has ripped the lid off the box. 

We have seen an attempt to use 
chemical weapons during the World 
Trade Center bombing, we have seen 
actual use of sarin gas in the Tokyo 
subway. In our subcommittee, Senator 
ROTH and I had a substantial number of 
hearings on that subject. We have seen 
the ugly face of domestic terrorism in 
the bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah 
Federal Building in Oklahoma City and 
the tragedy that ensued from that, the 
Chechen rebels in Russia conceal dead-
ly radiological sources in a Moscow 
park, in effect, making a very clear and 
visible threat of using radiological 
weapons. That is, nuclear weapon ma-
terials being dispersed without an ex-
plosion. We have seen a sharply grow-
ing number of arrests of shady char-
acters bringing fissionable materials 
out of Russia and other member States 
of the former Soviet Union. 

In summary, Mr. President, Amer-
ica’s citizens today face an array of po-
tential and actual threats from many 
kinds of weapons of mass destruction, 
not simply being delivered by ballistic 
missile. Some of these threats can 
emerge at home, others can come from 
abroad, by a variety of means and in 
many guises. This Nation, today, is 
singularly unprepared for any sort of 
terrorist threat employing chemical, 
biological or radiological weapons of 
mass destruction. We have all sorts of 
vulnerabilities that we are just begin-
ning to pay some attention to. 

Mr. President, this raises, again, the 
question of what risks America can af-
ford to pay to insure against, and how 
much America can afford to pay for in-
surance of all kinds. What are the pri-
orities we should attach to improving 
our capabilities to defend against each 
of these threats, including but not lim-
ited to the threat of long-range mis-
siles armed with nuclear weapons? Are 
we providing funding to deal with each 
of these different threats in accordance 
with our level of preparedness and the 
imminence of the threats, or are we 
overfunding some of the threats while 
starving and completely ignoring oth-
ers? Does the Dole bill represent the 
equivalent of an expensive life insur-
ance policy that only ensures against 
death from shark attacks and lightning 
strikes, but does not provide coverage 
against more fundamental problems, 
such as heart attack and cancer? 

Since we are spending so little and 
are so unprepared for terrorist attacks 
on our cities, using chemical, biologi-
cal, or radiological weapons, should we 
not be checking out the costs of a more 
comprehensive and less expensive in-
surance policy than the Dole-Gingrich 
bill? 

In fact, Mr. President, Senator 
LUGAR, Senator DOMENICI, and I have 
spent a great deal of time in recent 
months and years, and we plan to in-
troduce an amendment on the fiscal 
year 1997 defense authorization bill 
when it is brought up on the floor later 
this month to address many of these 
areas of America’s unpreparedness in a 
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comprehensive way, dealing particu-
larly with the domestic threat of chem-
ical and biological weapons being used 
against our cities and against our citi-
zens. 

Mr. President, also—and this is a sep-
arate matter that Senator LUGAR and 
Senator DOMENICI are not involved in, 
and I want to make that clear—I in-
tend to offer a substitute during this 
debate if the Dole-Gingrich bill is con-
sidered by the Senate. My substitute 
will include a number of modifications 
and omissions I have previously noted 
in this presentation today, including— 
and this is just the highlights or the 
fundamental parts of this substitute— 
No. 1, the specification of a treaty- 
compliant national missile defense sys-
tem to be developed for deployment at 
Grand Forks, consistent with an addi-
tional operation capacity in 2003. 

Again, the words ‘‘developed for de-
ployment’’ is different from deploy-
ment, and that is a fundamental dif-
ference. It means develop so we can be 
prepared, with logical reasoning, to de-
cide whether and when to deploy—after 
we know whether it will work, after we 
know how much it is going to cost. 

By the way, that would be, as I said, 
a treaty-compliant system because, 
under the ABM Treaty, we are allowed 
to have a missile defense system at 
Grand Forks, and, of course, the Rus-
sians have had one around Moscow for 
some time. 

No. 2, a statement of the criteria to 
be considered in any future deployment 
decision, including the threat, the cost 
and effectiveness of the deployed sys-
tem against that threat based on dem-
onstrated test results, the cost dif-
ferential and gain and effectiveness of 
the deployed system, if it were to con-
tinue to be developed an additional pe-
riod of 1 to 3 years. In other words, can 
we make quantum leaps in effective-
ness and in reducing costs if we take 
another year or two to develop it? That 
has to be measured against a threat at 
the appropriate time. We cannot make 
that judgment now. 

Also, the effect on deployment of re-
ducing the threat against the United 
States through arms control measures: 
Should we not consider the effect on 
START I and START II? Should we 
think about that? And also including 
our relative preparedness for other con-
tingencies involving the threat and use 
of weapons of mass destruction, includ-
ing, as I mentioned, chemical and bio-
logical attacks against American cit-
ies. 

The third part of this substitute will 
be an inclusion of a provision estab-
lishing a procedure to permit a vote by 
both Houses of the 106th Congress on 
the deployment of the treaty-compli-
ant national missile defense system de-
scribed in my proposal, with that vote 
constructed as a privileged motion 
under expedited procedures. Mr. Presi-
dent, this would say that at a time cer-
tain we will vote, we will decide, but 
we will do it on a time scale where we 
have the information before we make 

the decision, not after we make the de-
cision. 

No. 4, a provision urging that the 
President seek, cooperatively with 
Russia, to rescind the 1974 protocol to 
the ABM Treaty and make modest con-
forming changes to allow both sides 2 
national defense sites and up to 200 
interceptors. Mr. President, that was 
the original ABM Treaty, and the pro-
tocol cut 2 sites and 200 interceptors to 
1 site and 100 interceptors. This would 
be saying to those who believe that the 
ABM Treaty and everything about it is 
sacred—and I do not—we will go back 
to the original ABM Treaty, which per-
mitted 2 sites and 200 interceptors. 
This would greatly improve the effec-
tiveness of the United States and Rus-
sia against limited attacks by long- 
range ballistic missiles, without 
threatening either side’s deterrent ca-
pabilities or either side’s perception of 
having deterrence to a first-strike by 
the other side. 

Mr. President, the fifth provision is a 
provision urging continued cooperation 
with Russia and other States on the 
full spectrum of threats involving 
weapons of mass destruction. Mr. 
President, we have just received word 
that the last nuclear warhead has been 
taken out of the Ukraine and moved to 
Russia. This is the best example of re-
ducing the threat against the United 
States by means other than military 
hardware. We are using the so-called 
unn-Lugar money to reduce the threat. 
If anybody thinks it is easier to deal 
with four nuclear States, four different 
hands on the nuclear trigger, four dif-
ferent command and controls, four dif-
ferent sets of officers, all aiming mis-
siles at the United States or at other 
allies in the world, then I think they 
need to rethink their position. 

What we have been able to do in the 
last 2 or 3 years, with stalwart work by 
Secretary Perry and others in the De-
partment of Defense, we have been able 
to get three of the former parts of the 
Soviet Union that ended up with nu-
clear weapons—Belarus, Kazakhstan, 
and Ukraine—to give up all their nu-
clear weapons. The Ukraine’s last war-
head has just moved out. I think that 
demonstrates the comprehensive kind 
of approach that we have to have in 
dealing with this problem. 

Finally, Mr. President, a sixth com-
ponent, and a very important part of 
this overall substitute, would be call-
ing for greater United States-Russian 
cooperation in such areas as sharing 
improved missile detection and warn-
ing data. If successful, this coopera-
tion, particularly joined with the 
amendments to the ABM Treaty, which 
should be mutually agreed on—we al-
ways have the right to basically serve 
notice that we are getting out from 
under the treaties if Russia will not ne-
gotiate in good faith—but, if success-
ful, the combination of having the abil-
ity to go back to the original ABM 
Treaty and have two sites, and also 
joint development programs for ad-
vanced theater missile defense sys-

tems, since we and Russia face similar 
theater missile defense threats—Russia 
probably greater than we face that 
kind of threat—that kind of combina-
tion could put us on the road to a dif-
ferent kind of relationship with Russia. 
Obviously, the extent of such coopera-
tion may well be dependent upon the 
outcome of the Russian elections and 
the future direction of the Russian 
Government. At this point, that is un-
known. 

Mr. President, in summary, I believe 
my amendment, when it is introduced, 
can provide the basis for a strong, bi-
partisan bill, allowing us to move for-
ward with the national missile defense 
capability against limited attack. I 
have no doubt that some in this body 
will not support this approach because 
it does not have enough of a flavor of 
immediate deployment before we know 
cost affordability, technical systems, 
and how they work. So some people 
will not favor it because of that and 
also because it does not lead to nec-
essarily abandoning the ABM Treaty. 
Others will dismiss, from the other 
point of view, all threats of missile at-
tack on the United States, and they 
will oppose it because this substitute is 
too forward leaning. We could end up, 
on this substitute, with only one vote, 
and that might be mine. It may be one 
of those classic squeezes where every-
body is opposed to it for different rea-
sons. 

I hope that is not accurate. I hope 
that many in the coalition that sup-
ported last year’s bipartisan amend-
ment, by a vote of 85 to 13, will be able 
to support this amendment, which I 
think can provide us the right road to 
reduce the overall threat against the 
United States, to provide for an orderly 
and logical sequence of decisionmaking 
in the national missile defense area, 
and also provide for a method of retain-
ing the constructive parts of the ABM 
Treaty, by having modest amendments 
to that treaty in a cooperative way, 
and also providing for increased co-
operation between the United States 
and Russia, in recognizing that we 
both, to some extent, face the same 
kind of threat. It would behoove both 
of us to work together in protecting 
our people and our citizens. 

Mr. President, for a long time to 
come, the Russians, even if we get 
START I and START II, are still going 
to have enough capacity, in 30 minutes 
to an hour’s time, to destroy most of 
the United States. 

I think in considering that equa-
tion—and that is even if we pass the 
Dole-Gingrich bill, and even if every-
thing works out and it is affordable, 
even if it is technically feasible and 
even if we begin deploying it in 2003, we 
are going to have a period of many 
years while we remain vulnerable to an 
attack by the Russians against the 
United States. 

For that reason I think everybody 
better pay careful attention to the way 
we go about reducing this overall 
threat of rogue nations and accidental 
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unauthorized launch. The way we go 
about it can produce a much safer 
America. But it can also, if we go 
about it in the wrong way, cause a 
great deal of increased risk to our citi-
zens because of the continuing threat 
of existing nuclear powers, and, even if 
we have arms control and if it works 
perfectly, that threat is going to re-
main for a long time to come. 

Mr. President, many people do not 
realize it. But, if we were to agree right 
now with the Russians, the Chinese, 
the French, the British, and everybody 
else in the world to abolish all nuclear 
weapons from the face of the Earth, it 
would take years and years and years 
to be able to negotiate something that 
would be verifiable. And then it would 
take years and years to reduce the 
number of warheads and missiles. It 
would take a long, long time. 

So we are going to be living with this 
nuclear equation for a long number of 
years to come, even under the best of 
circumstances. And I think it is in our 
interest to proceed in a very logical 
and a very prudent fashion as to how 
we go about protecting America’s na-
tional security and protecting the land 
that we love. 

[EXHIBIT 1] 
DEFENDING AMERICA AGAINST WMD 

(By Robert G. Bell, Senior Director, NSC) 
It is always a pleasure for me to come back 

to the Hill, and a special pleasure to be here 
only a week or so before ‘‘Defend America 
Week’’ in the House and Senate. The Admin-
istration is delighted that both Houses are 
going to take time out of their busy sched-
ules to focus on the state of our Nation’s de-
fenses. But I want to make it clear that for 
the Administration, defending America is 
not something we concentrate on one week 
out of the year. Defending America is what 
we’re about day in and day out. 

This morning I would like to address one 
important aspect of our strategy for defend-
ing America, and that is defense against the 
growing danger of weapons of mass destruc-
tion (WMD). On April 25th the Secretary of 
Defense addressed this topic in a comprehen-
sive fashion in a speech at George Wash-
ington University, and I recommend that 
speech to you. As he noted, the Administra-
tion has erected three lines of defense 
against weapons of mass destruction. I agree 
with the point Senator Cochran makes in his 
Post op-ed today that there should not be an 
‘‘either/or’’ choice between these three lines 
of defense: we need all three. 

The first line of defense is prevention—or 
what Secretary Perry has called ‘‘defense by 
other means.’’ This line of defense includes 
ratifying and entering into force START I 
and START II, which together will remove 
from active inventories two-thirds of the 
strategic nuclear weapons that threatened us 
at the height of the Cold War. 

It includes ratifying the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, which we look forward to seeing 
on the Senate floor in the near future now 
that it has been overwhelmingly approved by 
the Foreign Relations Committee. 

It includes achieving the indefinite and un-
conditional extension of the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty, strengthening the IAEA and 
MTCR, negotiating the nuclear framework 
accord with North Korea, and signing two 
nuclear-free zone treaties which, together 
with the Antarctica and South American 
agreements, now mean that over half the 
land area of the earth is denuclearized. 

These agreements, in tandem with the 
‘‘true-zero’’ Comprehensive Test Ban treaty 
we intend to have ready for signature by 
September, establish strict restrictions on 
the further proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

It includes the US/Russian detargeting 
agreement the President reached with Presi-
dent Yeltsin, which ensures that if—God for-
bid—a nuclear missile should ever be 
launched accidentally, it would cause no 
harm. And it includes the invaluable Nunn- 
Lugar program for directly removing nuclear 
capabilities. 

As Michael Krepon has underscored in tes-
timony and in his published writings, it is 
unfortunate that while Congress is increas-
ing budget accounts for missile defense by 
hundreds of millions, many on the Hill have 
restricted or even cut funding for these pre-
ventive programs, and some have staunchly 
opposed the arms control treaties I men-
tioned. 

The second line of defense against weapons 
of mass destruction is deterrence, both at 
the conventional and nuclear level. Any 
rogue nation foolish enough to contemplate 
using nuclear, chemical or biological weap-
ons against the United States, its Armed 
Forces or our allies must not be confused 
about how we would respond. As Secretary 
Perry stated, it would be ‘‘devastating’’ and 
‘‘absolutely overwhelming.’’ 

The President has made clear in three suc-
cessive annual National Security Strategy 
Reports the plain fact that this Administra-
tion believes, fundamentally, in maintaining 
a robust and credible nuclear deterrent. Not 
because we believe Russia is going to attack 
us today, tomorrow, next week, next month, 
next year. But because we face an uncertain 
future and an uncertain world, and keeping 
our nuclear forces strong is a prudent hedge. 
That is why we decided to maintain the 
triad. That is why we decided to backfit the 
D–5 SLBM into our Trident submarines. And 
that is why the President recently decided 
that we are not going to go below START I 
levels until Russia ratifies the START II 
treaty. 

The third line of defense is compromised 
by our theater and national missile defense 
programs, on which the Defense Department 
is spending $3 billion a year. As Secretary 
Perry stated, our ballistic missile defense 
program starts with a sober and clear-eyed 
look at the missile threat. What is that 
threat? 

First, there is the short-range missile 
threat, which is here and now. That threat 
includes SCUDs and other missiles with 
ranges below 1000 kilometers. To defend 
against such attacks we have deployed up-
graded Patriots in various theaters around 
the world and are poised to deploy in the 
next few years more advanced PAC–3 and 
Navy Lower Tier TMDs. 

Second is the emerging threat of more ad-
vanced, longer-range theater ballistic mis-
siles. To counter these expected threats we 
are developing the Army THAAD and the 
Navy Upper Tier TMDs, with deployment 
planned after the end of the decade and, in 
the case of THAAD, a contingency deploy-
ment of 40 prototype interceptors available 
as soon as two years from now. 

As this audience well knows, Congress and 
the Administration have disagreed over the 
pace of these two programs and our approach 
to the arms control dimension of both sys-
tems. Congress wants to go faster; we say we 
have the time to get it right. We say we 
should not build so much concurrency into 
the programs that we increase technical risk 
inordinately. On the arms control front, we 
are trying, in a cooperative fashion with 
Russia, to make clear that the ABM Treaty 
does not restrict TMD systems that have a 
hypothetical capability under certain sce-

narios to intercept certain strategic ballistic 
missiles. In this regard, we were encouraged 
by the understandings on ABM/TMD demar-
cation reached at last month’s summit in 
Moscow. But as Secretary Perry emphasized, 
‘‘our bottom line is that we will not give up 
the right to defend our troops from attack 
by theater ballistic missiles.’’ 

The third threat is the prospect that a 
rogue state will obtain a strategic ballistic 
missile that could threaten our homeland. 
When do we expect that could occur? This 
brings us to the recent National Intelligence 
Estimate—the now-famous NIE. That NIE 
says, as has been stated in open testimony, 
that the intelligence community does not be-
lieve it is likely that we will face an ICBM or 
SLBM threat from a rogue nation to the con-
tinental United States (CONUS) within the 
next 15 years. In the special case of Alaska 
and Hawaii—which we obviously recognize as 
full partners in this union of fifty states— 
the CIA has said, in a public letter to Sen-
ators Levin and Bumpers, that the intel-
ligence community does not think that the 
North Korean Taepo Dong II, which might 
have the range to reach western Hawaii or 
parts of Alaska, will be operational within 
the next 5 years. Let me take each of those 
cases in turn. 

First, why ‘‘15 years’’ in terms of a threat 
to CONUS? It is important to understand 
that this was not a case of building the 
threat from the bottom up, of starting now 
and going out in time year by year to see 
how far you could go before everyone agreed 
a threat was likely to emerge. Rather, the 
analysts decided that the 15 year mark was 
the most relevant point in time in terms of 
being useful to the policy and acquisition 
communities. They could have picked the 10 
year mark, but since weapons systems have 
a 12–15 year acquisition period, that would 
have been too soon. And they could have 
picked 20 or 25 years, but that would have 
been too speculative. So they decided to ask 
themselves what they thought the situation 
would look like in 15 years. 

Did the NIE ignore possible short-cuts that 
a country might pursue as an alternative to 
an indigenous, bottom-up ICBM or SLBM de-
velopment, test and acquisition process? No. 
It looked at such alternatives as a rogue 
state buying, stealing or otherwise getting 
possession of a complete missile. They did 
not say it could not happen; that it was im-
possible. But they did judge that possibility 
to be remote or very low. 

Did the Administration take comfort from 
the 15 year estimate and conclude we did not 
need to do anything before then? No. We are 
developing an NMD deployment option that 
could be fielded by 2003, eight years—I re-
peat, eight years, in advance of the estimate. 
I will have more to say about our program in 
a minute. 

Did the NIE ignore the Alaska/Hawaii 
threats? No. That analysis is in there. In this 
case, the picture is less clear. But both the 
Air Force and the Army have on their own 
initiative put together quick response, trea-
ty-complaint, relatively low cost deploy-
ment options that could defend Alaska and 
Hawaii against an attack involving just a 
few warheads. These options would be 
uniquely effective, and I would say exclu-
sively effective, against just this kind of sce-
nario: a North Korea that acquires a handful 
of missiles sooner than expected. 

Finally, was the NIE ‘‘politicized’’, as has 
been charged? I will tell you categorically 
that the answer to that is ‘‘no.’’ I say that 
for two reasons. First, the first I knew that 
there was an NIE coming out on this issue 
was when I came to work one morning and 
found it in my in-box. Anyone who thinks 
that someone at the White House could call 
up the CIA and order them to produce a 
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‘‘helpful’’ NIE without the NSC knowing 
about it knows nothing about how the Exec-
utive Branch works. The second reason is 
that the 15 year estimate was a unanimous 
judgment among the various elements of the 
intelligence community. This was not a case 
of a ‘‘footnoted’’ estimate, where some orga-
nizations said one thing and others said an-
other and the Administration decided to pick 
the most favorable view. Rather, all organi-
zations that participated in the NIE were in 
agreement, and it was not a close call. 

So, that it is our plan and our program. 
But our critics are supporting another ap-
proach, embodied now in the bill introduced 
by the Majority Leader and the Speaker, and 
we are about to engage in a great debate on 
this issue. 

I want to be clear about the critical dif-
ferences between the Dole-Gingrich bill and 
the substitute that Mr. Spratt offered that 
lost narrowly in committee and will be voted 
on again on the floor, and the substitute bill 
that I understand Senator Nunn is preparing 
for introduction in the Senate. 

The first critical difference, as Secretary 
Perry emphasized in his speech at GW, is a 
question of timing. The Dole-Gingrich bill 
says choose the NMD architecture now and 
deploy it independent of what happens with 
the threat. Our plan is to develop a deploy-
ment option, assess the threat in three 
years, and examine the deployment require-
ment on a year-by-year basis starting in 
2000. Either approach would allow a system 
to be fielded by 2003. But ours offers the pros-
pect, if the threat does not materialize soon-
er than we expect, of saving the large sums 
now and across the Future Years Defense 
Plan (FYDP) that would be required to build 
and deploy a national missile defense. 

How much would we save? Frankly, it is 
hard to say. Senator Dole said he did not 
know how much his plan would cost. That is 
because the Dole-Gingrich bill embraces 
such a wide range of possible architectures 
that it is impossible to estimate what the 
bill would cost. But if you take the most 
conservative option—that is, a two-site land- 
based ABM defense—that would cost on the 
order of $20 billion in acquisition and oper-
ating and support costs. That is $20 billion 
that is not in the FYDP or the Military 
Services’ outyear budgets. That is $20 billion 
that would compete with Service procure-
ment requirements that we and the Chiefs 
agree have a higher priority. That is why the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
Chiefs oppose any significant increase in 
spending on ballistic missile defenses and 
have recommended that current levels be 
maintained. 

I think it is interesting that some Mem-
bers have held up copies of leaked memos 
from General Shali and read from those por-
tions in which he and the Chiefs made rec-
ommendations with regard to procurement 
levels, but then have not gone on to read 
those portions in which the Chairman and 
the Chiefs recommend against spending more 
on missile defenses. 

The second critical difference, quite frank-
ly, is that, at least for some of its backers 
the Dole-Gingrich bill is a stalking horse for 
a return to a Reagan-era SDI, and our pro-
gram is not. Let me illustrate that with five 
points. 

Point One: The bill specifically embraces 
much of the Reagan-era ‘‘Star Wars’’ 
scheme. 

The bill would direct the Secretary of De-
fense to deploy a national missile defense 
(NMD) by 2003 that includes one or more of 
four ABM interceptor options, three of which 
involve putting ABM weapons or sensors in 
space in violation of the ABM Treaty: 

The bill recommends that the Secretary 
consider an NMD based on space-based laser 

(SBLs). To ‘‘defend America’’ with SBLs 
would require, at a minimum, a constella-
tion of 17 orbiting weapons platforms, at a 
cost of tens of billions of dollars that is not 
in the FYDP. In addition, there is at present 
no launcher in the U.S. inventory capable of 
placing a platform of this size and weight in 
orbit, thus billions more would be required 
to develop and produce such rockets. Al-
though the SASC plussed up the SBL line in 
its version of the FY 1997 defense authoriza-
tion act by $101 million, BMDO believes that 
even if money were unlimited, the SBL tech-
nology is currently so immature that we 
could not expect to be ready to carry out the 
first test of a full-scale prototype for a dec-
ade. Yet the Dole-Gingrich bill suggests we 
would conduct a first ‘‘integrated systems 
test’’ of the entire system in two years and 
complete the deployment of the whole con-
stellation in seven. 

A second option the bill recommends to 
the Secretary is space-based kinetic-kill 
interceptors. To ‘‘defend America’’ with such 
orbiting rocket launchers would require res-
urrection of the SDI-era ‘‘Brilliant Pebbles’’ 
program, which was terminated several 
years ago. As with SBLs, an NMD that pro-
vided nationwide coverage from Hawaii to 
Maine would require deployment of a large 
constellation of orbiting weapons platforms 
that would cost tens of billions of dollars. If 
the ‘‘Brilliant Pebbles’’ program was reac-
tivated today, BMDO believes the first inter-
ceptors would not be tested for three years 
and deployment would take much longer, yet 
the bill suggests there is a viable option to 
have a complete space-based kinetic kill 
NMD defense in place by 2003. 

Sea-based ABMs: This third option would 
also violate the ABM Treaty. The bill rec-
ommends the Secretary deploy such a de-
fense by 2003, yet we do not even have such 
an NMD program in R&D. Navy Upper Tier is 
a TMD, and upgrading it is an ABM would re-
quire development and deployment of space- 
based ABM battle management satellites 
that could replace the radars on the Aegis- 
clear ships. Such ABM ‘‘components’’—which 
were a central element of Reagan-era SDI ar-
chitectures—would violate the ABM Treaty. 

Point Two: Ignoring the space-based op-
tions in the bill requires a willing suspension 
of disbelief. 

The only one of the four options rec-
ommended to the Secretary for deployment 
by 2003 that is allowed under the ABM Trea-
ty and coincides with current DoD NMD de-
velopment programs is ground-based inter-
ceptors. Deployment of 100 such interceptors 
at a single site is permitted. But if a ground- 
based ABM is what the sponsors of the bill 
want the Secretary to develop, why doesn’t 
the bill just say so? Why does it also endorse 
the other three options? The answer is that 
there are influential defense experts backing 
this bill who fervently believe that land- 
based ABMs would be a mistake and that 
putting weapons in space is the only way to 
go. For these experts, the original Reagan 
plan was right, and everything that has hap-
pened since, including President Bush’s 
downgrading of SDI to a limited-defense ori-
ented ‘‘GPALS’’ has been a mistake. 

Point Three: The bill requires that the ini-
tial NMD deployment ‘‘will be augmented 
over time to provide a layered defense 
against larger and more sophisticated bal-
listic missile threats’’. 

The reference to a ‘‘layered’’ defense 
against ‘‘larger’’ threats is code for a return 
to the original Reagan-era ‘‘astrodome’’ SDI 
concept for stopping even an all-out Russian 
nuclear strike. 

Point Four: The bill would state that ‘‘it is 
the policy of the United States to seek a co-
operative transition to a regime that does 
not feature an offense-only form of deter-
rence as the basis for strategic stability.’’ 

This text restates vintage Reagan-era SDI 
ideology: the idea, often articulated by the 
former President, that Mutual Assured De-
struction (MAD) is ‘‘immoral’’ and that we 
should replace it with an impenetrable mis-
sile shield that would allow us to dramati-
cally reduce strategic offensive arms. In its 
most extreme form, we would ‘‘give’’ SDI to 
the Russians so we could both erect such 
shields in space and eliminate all our nu-
clear weapons. 

Point Five: The bill concedes that the 
NMD that it requires be deployed by 2003 re-
quires amendment of the ABM Treaty, but it 
mandates that if Russia does not agree to 
such amendments ‘‘within one year’’ we con-
sider withdrawing from the Treaty: 

The bill requires a ‘‘highly effective’’ de-
fense that ‘‘optimizes’’ protection of CONUS, 
Alaska and Hawaii against limited missile 
attacks, including accidental or unauthor-
ized launches. Acknowledging that these cri-
teria cannot be satisfied within the Treaty 
as now constituted, the bill directs the Presi-
dent to obtain amendments that would allow 
an NMD of this level of effectiveness to be 
deployed. 

The one-year deadline in the bill to 
achieve these amendments is not arbitrary, 
since, as noted, the bill requires a full-up 
systems integration test in two years of the 
NMD system that is to be deployed by 2003, 
and such tests could only take place after we 
had entered the development phase of the ac-
quisition process. Any development or test of 
a space-based laser, space-based kinetic kill 
interceptor, sea-based ABM or multiple-site 
ground-based ABM system would violate the 
Treaty. Thus the time-lines established in 
the bill could, in the case of at least three of 
the NMD options it recommends the Sec-
retary consider, only be met if the U.S. ob-
tained the necessary treaty relief within a 
year. 

In light of clear Russia opposition to any 
such amendments, the bill would be seen by 
Russia as tantamount to an ‘‘anticipatory 
breach’’ of the Treaty, thereby putting at 
immediate risk Russia reductions of stra-
tegic offensive arms under START I and 
START II. By holding a gun to the Russians’ 
heads and demanding amendments within a 
year, the bill reflects an antipathy to the 
ABM Treaty reminiscent of Reagan-era 
‘‘Star Wars’’ thinking. But in so doing, we 
stand to forfeit what otherwise would be a 
two-thirds reduction in Russia’s strategic 
nuclear arsenal. 

In conclusion, let me say that I spent 
eighteen years on the Hill: six at CRS work-
ing for both parties, four on the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee working for a Re-
publican majority, and eight on the Senate 
Armed Services Committee working first for 
a Democratic minority and then a Demo-
cratic majority. And the hallmark of those 
years was a spirit of bipartisanship and com-
promise when it came to important issues af-
fecting our national security. I know that 
that spirit was still alive on the Hill as re-
cently as last August, when Senator Nunn 
and Senator Warner, joined by Senator Levin 
and Senator Cohen, worked out a bipartisan 
compromise on missile defense policy that 
was supported by the Administration. That 
compromise passed the Senate with 86 Sen-
ator voting ‘‘aye.’’ 

As we begin Defend America week, I hope 
we will not be debating a bumper sticker slo-
gan. Rather I hope we will have an honest 
and objective debate on missile defense pol-
icy and that a spirit of bipartisanship and 
compromise will again be evident. 

Thank you. 
Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
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Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I appreciate 

the comments by the Senator from 
Georgia, and will not attempt to dis-
cuss them this evening since the hour 
is late except to note one thing; that 
is, that while reasonable people can 
differ about some of the elements of 
the bill, as I noted in my remarks and 
the Senator from Georgia noted to the 
point that maybe some people are more 
interested in a press release or the 
issue than actually getting it passed, I 
just ask our colleagues tomorrow when 
the cloture vote comes to put us to the 
test and allow us to at least have a 
vote on the bill. We would like to get it 
passed. I would much rather move for-
ward with the bill, get it to the Presi-
dent so he can sign it, or veto it as the 
case may be, but at least to try to 
move forward with the issue. If the clo-
ture vote is supported, and if the bill is 
defeated, then at least the body will 
have worked its way. But at least I 
would like to have people take yes for 
an answer, and yes in this case mean-
ing that we are serious about moving 
forward and we would like to try to get 
something passed. 

So again I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the cloture motion tomorrow. 

Mr. NUNN. Will my friend yield brief-
ly? 

Mr. KYL. Absolutely. I am happy to. 
Mr. NUNN. I hope the Senator from 

Arizona will not exclude the possibility 
of continuing to have a dialog in this 
area to see if we can reach something 
that can be signed by the President 
this year. That is my goal. I think that 
is possible. But it is not likely the way 
we are going at this point in time. 

I also add that, as the Senator may 
know, there has been an offer at least 
from some of us on this side. I will be 
careful how I word this. I am not sure 
who has signed off on it. That is at the 
leadership level now—an offer to have a 
vote on this bill so we do as the Sen-
ator indicated and come to some con-
clusion even if it goes to the White 
House and is later vetoed; but also to 
get a similar agreement on the chem-
ical weapons treaty which has come 
out of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee by a bipartisan vote. I think 
there are substantial numbers of Re-
publican Senators who support that 
treaty. It is of enormous importance to 
a number of people in this body. 

I think myself it will enhance our 
ability to deal with the growing threat 
of chemical weapons. And there is cer-
tainly a willingness by many people on 
this side of the aisle—certainly I speak 
for myself—to make sure that we get a 
vote on both of these bills this year; 
that is, the missile defense and the 
chemical weapons treaties. 

I might add though that if there is no 
movement on the chemical weapons 
treaty and getting some time certain 
to deal with that, I think it is unlikely 
that there is going to be much move-
ment by a number of our colleagues to 
have a vote on the National Missile De-
fense Act and substitutes thereto. I 
would like to get it up myself because 

I would like to debate the substitute as 
I have outlined here today. There may 
be another substitute that is pretty 
much identical to the administration’s 
proposal. My substitute will differ in 
certain respects from the administra-
tion’s preposition. 

So it is my hope that we can get both 
of these matters—both the National 
Missile Defense Act, as well as the 
chemical weapons treaty, up. I hope 
the Senator will work toward that end 
also. 

Mr. KYL. In response, I hope the Sen-
ator from Georgia is not suggesting 
that the National Missile Defense Act 
is being held hostage to bringing up the 
chemical weapons treaty because the 
two are not linked, and there are a lot 
of us who believe that whether or not 
we could pass the chemical weapons 
treaty this year—and there is still 
more work to be done to that in the 
Judiciary Committee on which I sit 
which has not held hearings yet, given 
the fact we do not have a lot of legisla-
tive time in this session, that there is 
more to be done on that bill—I hope 
the Senator from Georgia is not sug-
gesting that until we act on that we 
cannot act on this important matter of 
national missile defense. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Geor-
gia is suggesting that there are a num-
ber of people in this body—and I am 
sure, whether it is 36, or 40, or 25, or 
15—who want to make sure that we 
pass the chemical weapons treaty, or 
at least vote on it. It requires a two- 
thirds vote. If there is a one-third part 
against it, it will not pass anyway. And 
I say there are a number of people who 
would indeed tie those two together 
since both are deemed by a number of 
people with different reasons and dif-
ferent perspectives as important to na-
tional security. 

Mr. KYL. It would be unfortunate if 
the two were required to be tied to-
gether and we could not act on the Na-
tional Missile Defense Act, in my view 
anyway. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 1:32 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 

Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3322. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1997 for civilian science 
activities of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 3517. An act making appropriations 
for military construction, family housing, 
and base realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 178) establishing the 
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov-
ernment for fiscal year 1997 and setting 
forth appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 
and agree to the conference asked by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon; and appoints 
Mr. KASICH, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. WALKER, 
Mr. KOLBE, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. HERGER, 
Mr. SABO, Mr. STENHOLM, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, and Mr. COYNE as the managers of 
the conference on the part of the 
House. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the first 

and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 3322. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1997 for civilian science 
activities of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science and Transportation. 

H.R. 3517. An act making appropriations 
for military construction, family housing, 
and base realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–2728. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a 
final rule relative to the end of the regu-
latory period for onions grown in South 
Texas under Marketing Order 959 from June 
15 to June 4 of each year, received on May 20, 
1996; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–2729. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a final rule concerning the 
amended regulations to provide for the pay-
ment of indemnity for cervids destroyed be-
cause of tuberculosis, and to provide for the 
payment of indemnity for cattle, bison, and 
cervids found to have been exposed to tuber-
culosis by reason of association with any tu-
berculosis livestock, received on May 21, 
1996; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–2730. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of Food and Consumer Service, 
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Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a final rule 
relative to the amending of the regulations 
governing the collection of social security 
numbers and household income information 
on the application for free meals under the 
Summer Food Service Program, and for free 
and reduced price meals under the Child and 
Adult Care Food Program (RIN 0584–AB17), 
received on May 20, 1996; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2731. A communication from the Acting 
Administrator of the Farm Service Agency, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a final rule 
relative to the removing of obsolete regula-
tions pertaining to Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram (RIN 0560–AE83), received on May 22, 
1996; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–2732. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a 
final rule relative to the revising of the Reg-
ulations Governing Inspection and Certifi-
cation of Processed Fruits and Vegetables by 
increasing the fees charged for the inspec-
tion of processed fruits and vegetables and 
certain other products, received on May 22, 
1996; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–2733. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a 
final rule relative to the modifying of the 
time periods when imported onions are regu-
lated based on the grade, size, quality, and 
maturity requirements of the South Texas 
onion and Idaho-Eastern Oregon onion mar-
keting orders, received on May 22, 1996; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–2734. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Service, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a final rule 
relative to the amending of its regulations 
relating to the administration of the Small 
Business Innovation Research Grants Pro-
gram, which prescribe the procedures to be 
followed annually in the solicitation of re-
search grant proposals, the evaluation of 
such proposals, and the award of competitive 
research grants under this program (RIN 
0524–AA08), received on May 13, 1996; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–2735. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Rural Utilities Service, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a final rule 
relative to the amending of its regulations 
on Telecommunications Standards and Spec-
ifications for Materials, Equipment and Con-
struction, by codifying the RUS Specifica-
tion for Aerial Service Wires, received on 
May 16, 1996; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2736. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a final rule relative to 
the amending of user fees for certain import- 
and export-related services for live animals 
and birds, animal products, organisms and 
vectors, and germ plasm and veterinary diag-
nostic services (RIN 0579–AA67), received on 
May 15, 1996; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2737. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator and Executive Vice President of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, Farm 
Service Agency, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 

a final rule relative to the amending of the 
regulation by setting forth 1995-crop loan 
rates to be used in administering the Sugar 
Price-Support Program (RIN 0560–AE44), re-
ceived on May 13, 1996; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2738. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, relative to the 
Medicare prospective payment system; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2739. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Criteria for a Rural Hospital to be 
Designated as an Essential Access Commu-
nity Hospital,’’ received on May 16, 1996; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2740. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Conditions of Coverage for Organ 
Procurement Organization; Medicare and 
Medicaid Programs,’’ received on May 13, 
1996; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2741. A communication from the Regu-
latory Policy Officer of the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco and Firearms, Department of 
the Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Materials and 
Processes Authorized For the Production of 
Wine and For the Treatment of Juice, Wine 
and Distilling Material,’’ (RIN 1512–AB26) re-
ceived May 16, 1996; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

EC–2742. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director of the Physician Payment Re-
view Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a revised letter on volume 
performance standards; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–2743. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Branch, U.S. Customs 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Removal of Customs Regulations 
Relating to the Steel Voluntary Restraint 
Arrangement Program,’’ (RIN 1515–AB04) re-
ceived on May 13, 1996; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–2744. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Branch, U.S. Customs 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Prohibited/Restricted Merchandise; 
Enforcement of Foreign Assets Control Reg-
ulations,’’ (RIN 1515–AB91) received on May 
13, 1996; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2745. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of No-
tice 96–31 relative to the Protocol Amending 
the Convention With Respect to Taxes on In-
come and Capital, received on May 13, 1996; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2746. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of Rev-
enue Ruling 96–27 entitled ‘‘Determination of 
Issue Price in the Case of Certain Debt In-
struments Issued for Property’’, received on 
May 21, 1996; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2747. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of Rev-
enue Ruling 96–28 entitled ‘‘Determination of 
Interest Rate’’, received on May 22, 1996; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2748. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of Rev-
enue Ruling 96–29 entitled ‘‘Definitions Re-
lating to Corporate Reorganizations’’, re-
ceived on May 22, 1996; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–2749. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of Rev-
enue Ruling 96–30 entitled ‘‘Distribution of 
Stock and Securities of a Controlled Cor-
poration’’, received on May 22, 1996; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–2750. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of No-
tice 96–34 entitled ‘‘Administrative, Proce-
dural, and Miscellaneous Tax Relief for 
Those Affected by Operation Joint Endeav-
or’’ received on May 23, 1996; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–2751. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of final 
regulations on taxpayer identifying numbers 
received on May 23, 1996; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

EC–2752. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Trade and Development Agency, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
to authorize appropriations for activities of 
the Trade and Development Agency for fiscal 
years 1997 and 1998; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

EC–2753. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel of the Office of Foreign Assets Con-
trol, Department of the Treasury, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
amending the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (Serbia and Montenegro) and Bosnian 
Serb-Controlled Areas of the Republic of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina Sanctions Regula-
tions, received on May 10, 1996; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–2754. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of State (Legislative Af-
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, the no-
tice of an intention relative to Peacekeeping 
Operations; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. 

EC–2755. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, the report of the texts of 
international agreements, other than trea-
ties, and background statements; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–2756. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator and Executive Vice President, 
Commodity Credit Corporation, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Dairy In-
demnity Payment Program,’’ (RIN 0560– 
AE57) received on May 13, 1996; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–2757. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Agriculture (Rural Develop-
ment), transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Business and Indus-
trial Loan Program,’’ (RIN 0570–AA11) re-
ceived on May 23, 1996; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2758. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the cumulative report 
on rescissions and deferrals dated April 1, 
1996; referred jointly, pursuant to the order 
of January 30, 1975, as modified by the order 
of April 11, 1986, to the Committee on Appro-
priations, to the Committee on the Budget, 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry, to the Committee on Armed 
Services, to the Committee on Finance, to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, and to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2759. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Tech-
nology), transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Selected Acquisition Reports for the period 
January 1 through March 31, 1995; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 
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EC–2760. A communication from the Sec-

retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the Cooperative 
Threat Reduction funding; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC–2761. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement (Acquisition and 
Technology), Office of the Under Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of an interim rule under the De-
fense Federal Acquisition Regulation Sup-
plement Case 96–D305 received on May 22, 
1996; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2762. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement (Acquisition and 
Technology), Office of the Under Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a final rule under the Defense 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement 
Case 96–D007 received on May 22, 1996; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SIMPSON (for himself and Mr. 
THOMAS): 

S. 1824. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct a study concerning 
grazing use of certain land within and adja-
cent to Grand Teton National Park, Wyo-
ming, and temporarily extend a grazing per-
mit, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. LOTT: 
S. 1825. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for 
employment in the coastwise trade for the 
vessel Halcyon; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

S. 1826. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for 
employment in the coastwise trade for the 
vessel Courier Service; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SIMPSON: (for himself 
and Mr. THOMAS) 

S. 1824. A bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Interior to conduct a 
study concerning grazing use of certain 
land within and adjacent to Grand 
Teton National Park, Wyoming, and 
temporarily extend a grazing permit, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

GRAZING STUDY OF TETON PARK AND OTHER 
AREAS LEGISLATION 

∑ Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, on be-
half of my good friend and colleague, 
CRAIG THOMAS, I introduce today a bill 
that will establish a very narrowly fo-
cused study of the effects of cattle 
grazing on certain lands in and near 
Teton National Park in Teton County, 
WY. 

Mr. President, this study is necessary 
as a means of avoiding the one thing 
that all sides of this issue are deter-
mined to avoid: the further develop-
ment of lands associated with that 
spectacular national wonder. The lan-

guage of this bill should be non-
controversial and little—if any—ex-
pense would be entailed. 

I also wish to commend the efforts of 
our House colleague, BARBARA CUBIN, 
on this bill and I urge its unanimous 
support. ∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 149 

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
KYL] was added as a cosponsor of S. 149, 
a bill to require a balanced Federal 
budget by fiscal year 2002 and each 
year thereafter, to protect Social Secu-
rity, to provide for zero-based budg-
eting and decennial sunsetting, to im-
pose spending caps on the growth of en-
titlements during fiscal years 1996 
through 2002, and to enforce those re-
quirements through a budget process 
involving the President and Congress 
and sequestration. 

S. 507 
At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 

name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 507, a bill to amend title 
18 of the United States Code regarding 
false identification documents, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 878 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. FRIST] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 878, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce manda-
tory premiums to the United Mine 
Workers of America Combined Benefit 
Fund by certain surplus amounts in 
the Fund, and for other purposes. 

S. 953 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. BIDEN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 953, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of black revolutionary war 
patriots. 

S. 1107 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. DORGAN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1107, a bill to extend 
COBRA continuation coverage to retir-
ees and their dependents, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1139 
At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name 

of the Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN] 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1139, a 
bill to amend the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, and for other purposes. 

S. 1400 
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 

the name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. LEAHY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1400, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of Labor to issue guidance as to 
the application of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 
to insurance company general ac-
counts. 

S. 1563 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 

the name of the Senator from North 

Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1563, a bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to revise 
and improve eligibility for medical 
care and services under that title, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1610 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
ABRAHAM] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1610, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify the 
standards used for determining wheth-
er individuals are not employees. 

S. 1632 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator 
from Washington [Mrs. MURRAY], and 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1632, a 
bill to prohibit persons convicted of a 
crime involving domestic violence from 
owning or possessing firearms, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1669 

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
JEFFORDS], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD], the Senator from Ha-
waii [Mr. INOUYE], and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1669, a bill to name the 
Department of Veterans Affairs med-
ical center in Jackson, Mississippi, as 
the ‘‘G.V. (Sonny) Montgomery Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Cen-
ter’’. 

S. 1701 

At the request of Mr. PELL, the name 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1701, a bill to end the use of 
steel jaw leghold traps on animals in 
the United States, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1729 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. HELMS], and the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1729, a bill to amend 
title 18, United States Code, with re-
spect to stalking. 

S. 1799 

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
names of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. BOXER], and the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1799, a bill to pro-
mote greater equity in the delivery of 
health care services to American 
women through expanded research on 
women’s health issues and through im-
proved access to health care services, 
including preventive health services. 

S. 1811 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1811, a bill to amend the 
Act entitled ‘‘An Act authorizing Fed-
eral participation in the cost of pro-
tecting the shores of publicly owned 
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property’’ to confirm and clarify the 
authority and responsibility of the Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, to promote and 
carry out shore protection projects, in-
cluding beach nourishment projects, 
and for other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 202 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 202, A resolution 
concerning the ban on the use of 
United States passports for travel to 
Lebanon. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I wish to 

announce that the Special Committee 
on Aging will hold a hearing on 
Wednesday, June 5, 1996, at 9 a.m., in 
room 562 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. The hearing will discuss en-
couraging return to work in the SSI 
and DI programs. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce that the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry will meet on Wednesday, June 
12, 1996 at 9:30 a.m. in SR–328A to con-
sider the Food Quality Protection Act, 
S. 1166. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE WARRIOR TRADITION 
CONTINUES 

∑ Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize the accomplish-
ments of a group of young men from 
my home State of Idaho. Lewis-Clark 
State College’s baseball team won a 
record ninth National Association of 
Intercollegiate Athletics World Series 
title last Friday, beating St. Ambrose 
University of Iowa in the championship 
game, 9–0. 

The ninth title in the past 13 years 
continues a tradition at Lewis-Clark 
State under head coach Ed Cheff. 
Under Coach Cheff, the Warriors have 
won more NAIA World Series games 
and played in more national champion-
ships than any other school. They won 
six straight titles between 1987 and 
1992. 

Cheff’s latest team finished the 1996 
season with an outstanding record of 53 
wins and only 11 losses, and they were 
a perfect 5–0 in the double-elimination 
tournament. In the title game, played 
appropriately enough at Lewis and 
Clark Park in Sioux City, IO, Fresh-
man Matt Randel pitched a 4-hitter 
while striking out 10 and not walking a 
batter. Such a performance fit his sea-
son, as he finished the year with an 8– 
0 pitching mark. Pitching was the key 
to the Warriors’ title, as the staff set a 
record for the lowest earned run aver-
age in tournament history, allowing 
less than a run a game. 

The Warrior bats came alive in the 
title game, as LCSC banged out 18 hits, 
including 3 each by Jose Rijo-Berger, 
Art Baeza, and Troy Silva. Trent Lies 
hit a solo home run. 

The Warriors started the season 
ranked No. 1 in the NAIA, and finished 
with a season-high 15-game winning 
streak, including the 5 games in the 
tournament. In its 17 appearances in 
the national championships, Lewis- 
Clark State has won an incredible 72 
games, while losing only 20. 

This season, Coach Cheff posted his 
1,000th win at LCSC, making him only 
the third NAIA coach to ever reach 
that milestone. He has been named na-
tional coach of the year four times and 
was honored as NAIA Coach of the Dec-
ade for the 1980’s. The record on the 
field speaks volumes about Ed Cheff. 
But off the field his accomplishments 
are just as remarkable. 

LCSC has produced 8 NAIA Academic 
All-Americans and has placed 34 play-
ers on All-American teams. And Ed 
Cheff and his Warriors have, over the 
years, become a rallying point for the 
community of Lewiston. Thousands of 
fans have attended games at Harris 
Field, and they have established a net-
work of community support unrivaled 
at any level. 

Mr. President, I know the U.S. Sen-
ate joins me and all of Idaho in con-
gratulating Ed Cheff and the baseball 
players at Lewis-Clark State College 
for continuing their outstanding win-
ning tradition with this year’s NAIA 
World Series title.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM BRUCE 
JOHNSON 

∑ Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a fellow Arkan-
san, William Bruce Johnson. Bruce is 
the president of White River Hard-
woods and Woodworks, Inc., in Fay-
etteville, AR. Because of his out-
standing contribution to the business 
community, Bruce has been selected by 
the U.S. Small Business Administra-
tion as the 1996 Arkansas Small Busi-
ness Person of the Year. I am con-
vinced that this is an honor richly de-
served. 

Bruce Johnson and his wife Joan 
have pioneered new and innovative ap-
proaches to their business, and in the 
process, propelled White River Hard-
woods into a nationally known com-
pany. In 1979, Bruce’s company mainly 
sold premium hardwood lumber, but 
with an entrepreneurial spirit, Bruce 
entered the finishing market with a 
full line of architectural moldings and 
interior hardwood products. He and his 
wife proudly built a business that has 
become synonymous with superior 
quality and customer satisfaction. In-
cidentally, their children play a very 
active role as well, making White 
River Hardwoods truly a family-owned 
small business. 

Mr. President, I have said many 
times that small business is the back-
bone of this country, and White River 

is the perfect example of that state-
ment. As many of you here know, own-
ing your own business gives new mean-
ing to full-time employment. That 
kind of dedication is precisely the rea-
son why I think SBA is such a vital 
program to this country. Bruce got his 
first SBA loan in 1983 and then his sec-
ond in 1992. Because of the availability 
of those SBA loans, White River Hard-
woods expanded warehouse space, pur-
chased equipment, hired new employ-
ees, and bettered the small business 
community—not only for Arkansas, 
but for the whole country. Outside of 
their Fayetteville base, White River 
operates a combination showroom and 
warehouse in Springfield, MO. They are 
partnered with 28 independent manu-
facturing representatives across the 
United States, and each day they effect 
a network of 32 stocking distributors 
and 314 dealers. The company’s sales in 
1995 reached nearly $5.5 million, which 
is no insignificant contribution to our 
economy. 

We need more people like Bruce and 
Joan Johnson in this country. To-
gether they work hard every day along 
side their children to ensure the fu-
tures of their employees and the com-
munity around them. Mr. President, I 
hope you will join me in congratu-
lating William Bruce Johnson as the 
1996 Arkansas Small Business Person of 
the Year.∑ 

f 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, JUNE 4, 
1996 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, on behalf of 
the majority leader, I ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate com-
pletes its business today it stand in ad-
journment until 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday, 
June 4; further, that immediately fol-
lowing the prayer the Journal of pro-
ceedings be deemed approved to date, 
no resolutions come over under the 
rule, the call of the calendar be dis-
pensed with, the morning hour be 
deemed to have expired, and the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, and then there be 
a period for morning business until the 
hour of 10:30 a.m. with Senators to 
speak for up to 5 minutes each with the 
following exceptions: Senator HATCH 
for 20 minutes, Senator LEAHY for 15 
minutes, Senator DEWINE for 20 min-
utes, and Senator GRASSLEY for 5 min-
utes. 

I further ask that at 10:30 the Senate 
resume the motion to proceed to S. 1635 
and the time between 10:30 and 12:30 be 
equally divided in the usual form for 
debate on the motion to invoke cloture 
on the motion to proceed to S. 1635, the 
Defend America Act; and further that 
the Senate recess between the hours of 
12:30 and 2:15 for the weekly policy con-
ferences to meet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 
Mr. KYL. For the information of all 

Senators, under a previous order, there 
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will be a cloture vote tomorrow at 2:15 
on the motion to proceed to the Defend 
America Act. Senators will be able to 
debate that motion to proceed between 
the hours of 10:30 and 12:30 on Tuesday. 
If cloture is invoked, it is hoped that 
the Senate will be able to debate S. 
1635 and hopefully complete action on 
that bill. If cloture is not invoked, the 
Senate may consider any other legisla-
tive items that can be cleared. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, if there is no 
further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask that the Senate 
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
at 6:08 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday, 
June 4, 1996, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate June 3, 1996: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

JEFFREY DAVIDOW, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
STATE, VICE ALEXANDER FLETCHER WATSON, RE-
SIGNED. 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

JOHNNY H. HAYES, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE TENNESSEE VAL-
LEY AUTHORITY FOR A TERM EXPIRING MAY 18, 2005 (RE-
APPOINTMENT), TO WHICH POSITION HE WAS APPOINTED 
DURING THE LAST RECESS OF THE SENATE. 

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE 
HUMANITIES 

DORIS B. HOLLEB, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE HUMANITIES FOR A 
TERM EXPIRING JANUARY 26, 2002, VICE KENNY JACKSON 
WILLIAMS, TERM EXPIRED. 

PANAMA CANAL COMMISSION 

ALBERTO ALEMAN ZUBIETA, A CITIZEN OF THE REPUB-
LIC OF PANAMA, TO BE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE PAN-
AMA CANAL COMMISSION, VICE GILBERTO GUARDIA 
FABREGA, RESIGNED. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE U.S. 
ARMY WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE, SECTION 601(A): 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. DAVID L. BENTON, 000–00–0000 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED ARMY MEDICAL SERVICE 
CORPS COMPETITIVE CATEGORY OFFICER FOR APPOINT-
MENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES 
TO THE GRADE OF BRIGADIER GENERAL UNDER THE 
PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-
TIONS 611(A) AND 624(C): 

To be brigadier general 

COL. MACK C. HILL, 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED ARMY MEDICAL CORPS COM-
PETITIVE CATEGORY OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN 
THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES TO THE 
GRADE OF BRIGADIER GENERAL UNDER THE PROVI-
SIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTIONS 
611(A) AND 624(C): 

To be brigadier general 

COL. RALPH O. DEWITT, JR., 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY 
COL. KEVIN C. KILEY, 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY 
COL. MICHAEL J. KUSSMAN, 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY 
COL. DARREL R. PORR, 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE U.S. 
MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IM-
PORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER THE PROVI-
SIONS OF SECTION 601(A), TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. CARLTON W. FULFORD, JR., 000–00–0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN 
THE LINE IN THE NAVY OF THE UNITED STATES TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE, SECTION 624: 

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICER 
To be rear admiral (lower half) 

CAPT. HARRY M. HIGHFILL, 000–00–0000 
CAPT. RICHARD J. NAUGHTON, 000–00–0000 
CAPT. WILLIAM G. SUTTON, 000–00–0000 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN 
THE U.S. AIR FORCE, UNDER THE APPROPRIATE PROVI-
SIONS OF SECTION 624, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
AS AMENDED, WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED 
BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE. 

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

GREGORY O. ALLEN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT C. BROOKES II, 000–00–0000 
DONALD L. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. COSTA, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. COUNSMAN, 000–00–0000 
STUART R. COWLES, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG A. CYR, 000–00–0000 
JEANETTE ERICKSON, 000–00–0000 
ROGER S. GOETZ, 000–00–0000 
BERNARD J. KERR, JR., 000–00–0000 
EDWARD H. KLINE, JR., 000–00–0000 
MARK A. LAZARUS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT C. MALDONADO, 000–00–0000 
NANCY D. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
RONALD S. MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
JOANNE S. PARKES, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. PERRY, 000–00–0000 
FRED W. PETERS, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. PUSTAY, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES M. QUINNELLY, 000–00–0000 
YOLANDA REAVIS, 000–00–0000 
MARC M. SAGER, 000–00–0000 
JACK R. SIMPSON, 000–00–0000 
MARY L. STROBEL, 000–00–0000 
MARYANN SWIGART, 000–00–0000 
LARRY D. THEIS, 000–00–0000 
ARTHUR D. VILLANI, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD Y. WALKER III, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. WEINSTEIN, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH R. WELTZ, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN M. WOLFE, 000–00–0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE 
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
IN THE U.S. NAVY IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 624 OF 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE: 

MEDICAL CORPS OFFICERS 
To be captain 

WILLIAM S. ADSIT, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE M. AKOB, 000–00–0000 
FANANCY L. ANZALONE, 000–00–0000 
RAMON E. BAEZ, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. BAILEY, 000–00–0000 
LAURIE M. BALAGURCHIK, 000–00–0000 
JOHN T. BESTOSO, 000–00–0000 
KAREN M. BOWDEN, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES E. BRADY, JR., 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY F. BROOKMAN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES L. BUCK, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA L. BUSS, 000–00–0000 
PEGGY J. CHANDLER, 000–00–0000 
DANA C. COVEY, 000–00–0000 
VINCENCE F. DILLION, 000–00–0000 
GENE L. DOWELL, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. FERGUSON, 000–00–0000 
JAMES N. FRAME, 000–00–0000 
NEIL F. GIBBS, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY C. GRAY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS W. GROSSMAN, JR., 000–00–0000 
FRANK W. HALL, 000–00–0000 
KENDELL G. GANSEN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. HARLAN, 000–00–0000 
KONRAD E. HAYASHI, 000–00–0000 
DONALD S. HERIP, 000–00–0000 
EILEEN HORNER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS K. HUISMAN, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM A. KELLEY, 000–00–0000 
PETER D. KENT, 000–00–0000 
MUNGKORN KIETHANOM, 000–00–0000 
LORENZ F. LASSEN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID LEIVERS, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH E. LEONARD, 000–00–0000 
DONALD R. MASON, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS E. MC GUE, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. MORRISSEY, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. NICHOLS, 000–00–0000 
DOMINICK PAPARELLA, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN W. REMMENGA, 000–00–0000 
CARLOS A. ROSENDE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. SACK, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT T. SPIRO, 000–00–0000 
DAVID S. WADE, 000–00–0000 
MARK R. WALLACE, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE A. WOOD, 000–00–0000 

SUPPLY CORPS OFFICERS 
To be captain 

DENNIS V. BELT, 000–00–0000 

CARL T. BRIGHT, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE G. CHESLEY, 000–00–0000 
SHAW H. COHE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID N. DOYLE, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD N. HERING, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT K. KEARNEY, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH W. KENNEY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM A. KOWBA, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. LEE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. MUNDELL, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. NOONAN, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP M. PFEIL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. POE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. PROCTOR, 000–00–0000 
JACK PRPICH, 000–00–0000 
JOHN G. RIPPERTON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. ROESNER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID G. SHANAHAN, 000–00–0000 
ALAN S. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES T. VICKERS, 000–00–0000 

CHAPLAIN CORPS OFFICERS 
To be captain 

THOMAS R. ATKINS, 000–00–0000 
RALPH S. EPPERSON, 000–00–0000 
LOUIS V. IASIELLO, 000–00–0000 
ALAN N. KEIRAN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. MAGNESS, 000–00–0000 
STANLEY H. MC CREARY, 000–00–0000 
ALBERT I. SLOMOVITZ, 000–00–0000 
EDWIN D. STANFIELD, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE L. TUMLIN, JR., 000–00–0000 
RAE O. WEIMER, 000–00–0000 
CAROLYN C. WIGGINS, 000–00–0000 
BERNARD R. WILSON, 000–00–0000 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS OFFICERS 
To be captain 

JAMES M. BARRETT III, 000–00–0000 
FRED H. BECKMANN, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS BIDDICK, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM F. BOUDRA, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT P. BUCHHOLZ, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP H. DALBY, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. DONNELLY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS F. DREYER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES W. HOLLRITH, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD B. HUNTER, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. JONES, 000–00–0000 
LOUIS V. MARCHETTE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS D. MC MURRAY, 000–00–0000 
JENNIFER L. MUSTAIN, 000–00–0000 
ROGER L. ORNDORFF, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. OWENS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. SHREWSBURY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. SURASH, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY TUBELLO, 000–00–0000 

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS OFFICERS 
To be captain 

TERRY G. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN J. COYLE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS W. GREENE, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID L. GRIMORD, 000–00–0000 
GINGER C. PAAD, 000–00–0000 
DAVID P. PRICE, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. ROSEN, 000–00–0000 
FRANCIS V. RUSSO, JR., 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. STEVENS, 000–00–0000 
JANICE L. WALLI, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT W. WEDAN, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. WHITE, 000–00–0000 

DENTAL CORPS OFFICERS 
To be captain 

JACK A. BOWERS, 000–00–0000 
ALEX D. EHRLICH, 000–00–0000 
DEIDRA B. FLANARY, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD C. HAHN, 000–00–0000 
CURTIS L. HAYDEN, 000–00–0000 
DONNA R. HUGGINS, 000–00–0000 
JAY W. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
JONATHAN D. KARAMAN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. KIDD, 000–00–0000 
EUGENE V. NOLFI, JR., 000–00–0000 
MARK R. PEREZ, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM C. RODDY, 000–00–0000 
ROD M. ROGGE, 000–00–0000 
PETER G. SEDER, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM SWITTS, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH R. WRIGHT, 000–00–0000 

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS OFFICERS 
To be captain 

JAMES R. BEDDARD, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. CAMPBELL, 000–00–0000 
JACK D. CHAPMAN II, 000–00–0000 
CLARENCE R. CLINE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN T. COYNE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. CRAIG, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. CROSS, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM P. FRANK, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE D. KRAMER, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE C. MASSEY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS R. MC COY, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. MILLER, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL H. MITTELMAN, 000–00–0000 
VICENT W. MUSASHE, 000–00–0000 
SIDNEY D. RODGERS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL T. TAMBURELLO, 000–00–0000 
JERALD L. ULMER, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN E. WALZ, 000–00–0000 
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FAYTHE M. WEBER, 000–00–0000 
FRED R. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
MARK T. WOOSTER, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD P. WYATT, 000–00–0000 
GARY W. ZUCKERMAN, 000–00–0000 

NURSE CORPS OFFICERS 

To be captain 

MARGARET M. ALLARD, 000–00–0000 
MAURICIO APARICIO III, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTINE M. BRUZEKKOHLER, 000–00–0000 
MARGARET L. BURNS, 000–00–0000 
KATHRYN A. CADWELL, 000–00–0000 
JO A. CLANTON, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS L. ELLIS, 000–00–0000 
MARYLOUISE K. FELHOFER, 000–00–0000 
RODNEY L. FIEREK, 000–00–0000 
MELISSA A. GEORGE, 000–00–0000 
DEBORAH B. GRAY, 000–00–0000 
LISA D. HILES, 000–00–0000 
LISSA M. KOHLER, 000–00–0000 
ELLEN R. LAHMAN, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA H. NETZER, 000–00–0000 
KAREN M. OTT, 000–00–0000 
ALBERT J. SHIMKUS, JR., 000–00–0000 
HELEN L. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
THERESE A. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
SUSAN A. WIDHALM, 000–00–0000 

LIMITED DUTY OFFICERS (STAFF) 

To be captain 

CRISPIN A. TOLEDO, 000–00–0000 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS, IN THE RESERVE, 
FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE U.S. 
NAVY IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 5912 OF TITLE 10, 
UNITED STATES CODE: 

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICERS 

To be captain 

JOHNNY P. ALBUS, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN R. ALLEN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES D. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT P. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE B. AUSTIN, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD L. AVIS, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS A. BADER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. BARNETT, JR., 000–00–0000 
PAUL R. BAZEMORE, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. BEEBE, 000–00–0000 
FRED W. BERGMAN, 000–00–0000 
GARRY J. BONELLI, 000–00–0000 
MITCHELL C. BOSWELL, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN G. BOWERS, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS E. BOYD, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT C. BRACKETT, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. BRODY, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
RODRIC F. BRUNNGRABER, 000–00–0000 
LESLIE E. BRYAN, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN A. BUESCHER, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN P. BURGHGRAVE, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE K. BUSSE, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN C. BUTLER, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM D. CADY, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY T. CANDY, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD P. CAREY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. CARLSON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. CATES, JR., 000–00–0000 
ALANSON T. CHENAULT IV, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE E. CLIBURN, 000–00–0000 
DWIGHT W. COLBURN, 000–00–0000 
JOE T. COLEMAN, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID E. CRISALLI, 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. CRONK, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. CUNLIFFE, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN F. DELANEY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. DESPAIN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. DRAKE, 000–00–0000 
FRANK R. DUNAWAY III, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND L. ECKENRODE, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. EISENMANN, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN L. ELLIS, 000–00–0000 
FRANKLIN A. ERVIN, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. FARRELL, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. FAY, 000–00–0000 
PAUL S. FISCHBECK, 000–00–0000 
WALTER N. FLIPPIN III, 000–00–0000 
DAVID E. FROST, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. GARRISON, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY D. GIANCATARINO, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. GIBSON, 000–00–0000 
JAMES T. GISSENDANNER, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM O. GLASS, JR., 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM G. GLENNEY IV, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. GRAZEL, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE A. GREENLEAF, 000–00–0000 
CARL H. GRUENLER, 000–00–0000 
GARY N. HALL, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN D. HAMMAR, 000–00–0000 
KURT F. HANSEN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL W. HARAR, 000–00–0000 
PETER W. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD P. HERMANN, 000–00–0000 
STUART C. HINRICHS, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN HOLIBONICH, 000–00–0000 
FREDERICK R. HOLLINGER, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM S. HOWSE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. HUDGINS, 000–00–0000 
GARY C. INGOLD, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE M. JAKUBOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. JENKINS, 000–00–0000 
ROGER J. JONES, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. KNELLER, 000–00–0000 

DANIEL J. KOENIG, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE K. KRUGER, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN J. KUHAR, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT R. LAIDLAW, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD M. LAMB, JR., 000–00–0000 
ROBERT H. LANG, JR., 000–00–0000 
FRANK M. LANGLEY, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN S. LEACH, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. LICHTSINN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES J. LIND, 000–00–0000 
JAMES L. LITTRELL, 000–00–0000 
CURTIS A. LOGE, 000–00–0000 
JULIUS L. LONGSHORE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. LOVE, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT C. MACLEOD, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER H. MADIGAN, 000–00–0000 
WALTER S. MC CABE, 000–00–0000 
MARY B. B. MC GEE, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH C. MC GOWAN III, 000–00–0000 
PETER D. MC LOUGHLIN, 000–00–0000 
JEFFRY L. MC NAIR, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
FRANK A. MINICH, 000–00–0000 
RANDOLPH H. MIOTA, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL P. MITCHELL, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT S. MIZE, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER MOSCHELLA, 000–00–0000 
RONALD MUELLER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES S. MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
TONY M. MUSCHARA, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL M. NAGLE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. NATTER, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. NAVILLE, 000–00–0000 
RANDY E. NEES, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY F. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
KIP W. NICELY, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN A. O’BRIEN, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN M. O’BRIEN, 000–00–0000 
GARY S. O’CONNOR, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. OLDFIELD, 000–00–0000 
DAVID L. OLNEY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. ORR, 000–00–0000 
ALLEN C. PAINTER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL F. PALES, 000–00–0000 
CARLTON D. PARKER, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. PAYNE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. PETERSEN, 000–00–0000 
LOUIS W. POLLOCK, 000–00–0000 
BRADLEY PORLIER, 000–00–0000 
CYRIL H. PRIKAZSKY, 000–00–0000 
ORVILLE PRINS, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES L. RADER, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS N. REECE, 000–00–0000 
FRANK F. RENNIE IV, 000–00–0000 
ERNEST J. RICE, 000–00–0000 
FRANCIS R. H. RIGGS, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. ROBIE, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP D. SALADEN, 000–00–0000 
MARK J. SALMEN, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD J. SALMON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN D. SAMPLE, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG A. SCHEMEL, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS C. SCHLAEFER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN D. SCHUMACHER, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE R. SEFTAS, 000–00–0000 
RONALD D. SEIZERT, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP D. SIMS, 000–00–0000 
DONALD R. SKOTTY, 000–00–0000 
GARY M. SKURA, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN I. SLIGHT, 000–00–0000 
PETER G. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. SOARES, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN H. SOLOMON, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS L. SPRAGUE, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE D. STEEL, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS D. STONE, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN F. STONE, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD E. STRUTNER, 000–00–0000 
DON W. SWAILES, 000–00–0000 
ERNEST E. TABB, 000–00–0000 
EUGENE P. THEUS, 000–00–0000 
BURT D. THORP, 000–00–0000 
JOHN J. TOMASELLI, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE G.J. TRAYNOR, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT G. TREITZ, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. TURNER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS W. UHL, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D. VONBERNUTH, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD S. WAGNER, 000–00–0000 
KIM C. WALDEN, 000–00–0000 
LEONARD P. WALES, 000–00–0000 
RODERICK A. WELLS, 000–00–0000 
KIRK D. WESSEL, 000–00–0000 
RONALD W. WETMORE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID E. WHIPPLE, 000–00–0000 
LONNIE O. WILKERSON III, 000–00–0000 
CARL J. WILLIS, 000–00–0000 
LUCY B. YOUNG, 000–00–0000 
DAVID Y. YUMEN, 000–00–0000 

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICERS (TAR) 
To be captain 

PAUL A. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS G. BAUER, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. BEATON, 000–00–0000 
CHRIS J. CLUSTER, 000–00–0000 
JEROME A. DABROWSKI, 000–00–0000 
RALPH J. DEAN, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM L. GARRETT, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG C. GROOM, 000–00–0000 
JON M. HAAS, 000–00–0000 
STANLEY F. HALTER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. HUIE, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. JACOBSON, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK J. KING, 000–00–0000 

JOSEPH F. LUDWIKOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
BILLY R. MALONE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM S. MARLOWE, JR., 000–00–0000 
CRAIG O. MC DONALD, 000–00–0000 
BARRY L. MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
EDWIN D. OVERSTREET, 000–00–0000 
HARLEY H. PETERSON, 000–00–0000 
BYRON V. SMITH III, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD E. SOUTHWORTH, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. WATT, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD B. WEISS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. WERNER, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. WETZEL, 000–00–0000 
PATTI A. YOUNG, 000–00–0000 

ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICERS 
To be captain 

BRUCE A. BEEMER, 000–00–0000 
LORAINE M. BEYER, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE L. CAVA, 000–00–0000 
GERALD L. GRIFFIN, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. KLEIN IV, 000–00–0000 
MARINO J. NICCOLAI, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. O’NEAL, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY R. POHL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES F. RUBINO, 000–00–0000 
MARC L. SORENSEN, 000–00–0000 

AEROSPACE ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICERS 
(ENGINEERING) 
To be captain 

JACK R. BATES, 000–00–0000 
KEITH A. BOARDMAN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A.I. CAVANAUGH, 000–00–0000 
BARRY L. DOUGHERTY, 000–00–0000 
HARRY L. TREDENNICK, 000–00–0000 

AEROSPACE ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICERS 
(MAINTENANCE) 
To be captain 

STEPHEN P. CLARKE, 000–00–0000 
KEITH V. KELLY, JR., 000–00–0000 
RONALD J. KRIEL, 000–00–0000 
DANTE J. PETRO, 000–00–0000 
DONALD J. SHUTT, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (MERCHANT MARINE) 
To be captain 

CHARLES T. ECKER III, 000–00–0000 
MARK R. ESHER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID B. FISHER, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE KEENER IV, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER G. LARKIN, 000–00–0000 
REGINALD E. MC KAMIE, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE J. MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD D. STEWART, 000–00–0000 
ARTHUR H. SULZER IV, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (CRYPTOLOGY) 
To be captain 

MICHAEL D. FRANCIS, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. MATHEWS III, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES H. TILTON, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. VANDYKE, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (INTELLIGENCE) 
To be captain 

ROBERT W. BARTON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL W. BROADWAY, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS T. CARDINAL, 000–00–0000 
COLIN M. CLARK, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT K. DRIVER, 000–00–0000 
SHERYLL L. ELSTON, 000–00–0000 
ALAN J. FINK, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. HULL, 000–00–0000 
BRADLEY M. INMAN, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND G. KALLMAN, 000–00–0000 
LYNN M. KALLUS, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN E. LEPKOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. LEVESON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. MALDOVAN, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD V. MAUGHAN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. MC DONALD, 000–00–0000 
DAVID C. MC GOWAN, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. MINNECI, 000–00–0000 
MARK M. PETZINGER, 000–00–0000 
DONALD R. RHOADS, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE J. ROARK, III, 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. ROBERTS, III, 000–00–0000 
CECIL J. ROWE, 000–00–0000 
MARYBETH K. RUPERT, 000–00–0000 
ANNA M. STEINBERGER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS O. SWIFT, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT W. TODD, 000–00–0000 
ANDRES, VAART 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS L. WILLS, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (INTELLIGENCE) (TAR) 
To be captain 

STEPHEN M. SAIA, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (PUBLIC AFFAIRS) 
To be captain 

WILLIAM G. ARMSTRONG, JR., 000–00–0000 
JONATHAN W. BUCHANAN, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA J. BURNS, 000–00–0000 
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WILLIAM H. HICKMAN, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN H. HORWITZ, 000–00–0000 
NATHAN E. JONES, 000–00–0000 
ANNE C. LEON, 000–00–0000 
STEVIE PRESSLEY, 000–00–0000 
JEAN E. ROBERTS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL P. SMITH, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (FLEET SUPPORT) 
To be captain 

HARRY W. BARRICK, III, 000–00–0000 
ROGER T. BARTH, 000–00–0000 
GAYLA J. BERGREN, 000–00–0000 
DONALD B. BURKE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. BUSHAW, 000–00–0000 
POLLY M. CAPANSKY, 000–00–0000 
CYNTHIA D. CORMAN, 000–00–0000 
KAREN T. DANIS, 000–00–0000 
FRANCIS E. DEBONS, 000–00–0000 
JACK W. FLETT, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. FLYNN, 000–00–0000 
NANCY P. ISE, 000–00–0000 
DONALD J. KISSINGER, JR., 000–00–0000 
JEAN. M. LIBUTTI, 000–00–0000 
KERRIE S. MOSER, 000–00–0000 
MARY C. RHEDIN, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY W. RICHARDS, 000–00–0000 
GARY A. SIMONSEN, 000–00–0000 
LINDA K. TUCKER, 000–00–0000 
JUDITH M. WALKER, 000–00–0000 
LINDA E. WARGO, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL R. WARMAN, 000–00–0000 
TERRANCE J. WEAR, 000–00–0000 
JUDITH A. YANDOH, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (FLEET SUPPORT) (TAR) 
To be captain 

VIRGINIA D. JOOSTEN, 000–00–0000 
LESLIE J. P. LANG, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (OCEANOGRAPHY) 
To be captain 

JOHN W. RABY, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. SCHULTZ, 000–00–0000 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN 
THE U.S. AIR FORCE, UNDER THE APPROPRIATE PROVI-
SIONS OF SECTION 624, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
AS AMENDED, WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED 
BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE: 

CHAPLAIN CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

DERRICK K. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
CARL M. ANDREWS, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE A. ARNOLD, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. BARLOW, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. BLANTON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. CRUTHIRDS, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD P. FEDOR, 000–00–0000 
MARION T. HARNED, 000–00–0000 
JOE F. JOHNSTON, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE R. KNUTSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
BENNIE R. LIGGINS, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH E. MC CLANAHAN, 000–00–0000 
MACK R. PAINTER, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOEL G. RAYFIELD, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. ROWLAND III, 000–00–0000 
FROILAN A. SALUTA, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. THOMAS, 000–00–0000 
MILLARD G. TIMMONS, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH R. WALLROTH, 000–00–0000 
ROGER S. WINBURG, 000–00–0000 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN 
THE U.S. AIR FORCE, UNDER THE APPROPRIATE PROVI-
SIONS OF SECTION 624, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
AS AMENDED, WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED 
BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, AND THOSE OF-
FICERS IDENTIFIED BY AN ASTERISK FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE REGULAR AIR FORCE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
SECTION 531, TITLE 10, U.S.C., PROVIDED THAT IN NO 
CASE SHALL THE FOLLOWING OFFICERS BE APPOINTED 
IN A GRADE HIGHER THAN INDICATED: 

LINE 
To be major 

ALAN A. ABANGAN, 000–00–0000 
FREDERICK H. ABBOTT III, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS G. ABBOTT, 000–00–0000 
JOHN T. ACKERMAN, 000–00–0000 
MITCHELL D. ACKERMAN, 000–00–0000 
KEITH A. ACREE, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. ADAM, 000–00–0000 
MARCELLA F. ADAMS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES S. ADAMSKI, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD J. ADELMAN, 000–00–0000 
MERRILL E. ADKISON, 000–00–0000 
SIMON A. ADMORE, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. AICHER, 000–00–0000 
KERIM A. AKEL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES J. ALBRECHT, 000–00–0000 
STEFAN E. ALEKSEVITCH, 000–00–0000 
ANGELA R. ALEXANDER, 000–00–0000 
CHERYL D. ALLEN, 000–00–0000 
DANNY P. ALLEN, 000–00–0000 
HERBERT L. ALLEN, JR., 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN L. ALLEN, 000–00–0000 
ALEXANDER A. ALLER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. ALLSHOUSE, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. ALTOBELLI, 000–00–0000 

THOMAS S. AMICK, 000–00–0000 
TRACY A. AMOS, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY M. ANDERS, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN K. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS P. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
LYNDON S. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL G. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD D. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. ANDRESS, 000–00–0000 
EMILY B. ANDREW 000–00–0000 
WESLEY R. ANDRUES, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN J. ANDUAGAARIAS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. ANGLE, 000–00–0000 
JOHANN J. ANTLFINGER, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW J. ANTON, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY G. APEL, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. APPEL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES H. APPLEYARD, JR., 000–00–0000 
*ANDREW L. ARACE, 000–00–0000 
*LORENZO C. ARAGON, 000–00–0000 
LEE J. ARCHAMBAULT, 000–00–0000 
STUART K. ARCHER, 000–00–0000 
GARY A. ARDES, 000–00–0000 
MARK R. ARLINGHAUS, 000–00–0000 
*JEFFERY W. ARMANTROUT, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS M. ARMSTRONG, 000–00–0000 
TERRY W. ARMSTRONG, 000–00–0000 
*DEAN M. ARNDORFER, 000–00–0000 
KEITH J. ARNEY, 000–00–0000 
SUZANNE G. ARNOLD, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN J. ARQUIETTE, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW J. ARTH, 000–00–0000 
BLAINE A. ASATO, 000–00–0000 
DUSTIN G. ASHTON, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. ASTORE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN H. ATTEBURY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. AYERS, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT D. AYERS, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER B. AYRES, 000–00–0000 
BLAN R. AYYAR, 000–00–0000 
*LANELL J. BABB, 000–00–0000 
ADAM C. BABCOCK, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. BABCOCK, 000–00–0000 
RONALD J. BABSKI, JR., 000–00–0000 
TYLER J. BACH, 000–00–0000 
JONATHAN E. BACHMAN, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN E. BACHMANN, 000–00–0000 
DONALD J. BACON, 000–00–0000 
BERNARD BADAMI, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL S.V. BADER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT S. BAERST, 000–00–0000 
BRENT G. BAILEY, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. BAIN, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM S. BAIR, 000–00–0000 
*ANDREW B. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
LONNY P. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT K. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
WESLEY D. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
VINCENT R. BAKKE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. BAMBERG, 000–00–0000 
MARK D. BANCZAK, 000–00–0000 
JON P. BANKS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. BANKS, 000–00–0000 
ARTHUR M. BANNER, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD L. BARBOUR, 000–00–0000 
RANDOLPH K. BARKER, 000–00–0000 
DONALD J. BARNES, 000–00–0000 
GLENN D. BARNES, 000–00–0000 
SHAWN J. BARNES, 000–00–0000 
JERRY L. BARNETT, JR., 000–00–0000 
PATRICK A. BARNETT, 000–00–0000 
GLENN R. BARNEY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. BARON, 000–00–0000 
HERBERT B. BARR, 000–00–0000 
DIANNE M. BARRETT, 000–00–0000 
*LESTER C. BARRETT, 000–00–0000 
LARRY D. BARTLETT, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW R. BARTLETT, 000–00–0000 
JULES A. BARTOW, 000–00–0000 
ROGER W. BASL, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY S. BATEMAN, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE J. BATES, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. BATTE, 000–00–0000 
ERIC J. BATWAY, 000–00–0000 
KAREN M. BAUGH, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. BAUMGARDNER, 000–00–0000 
JAY A. BAUMGARTNER, 000–00–0000 
ALEX L. BAYS, 000–00–0000 
KERRY L. BEAGHAN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. BEAMON, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM D. BEATTY, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. BEAUCHEMIN, 000–00–0000 
PHILLIP J. BEAUDOIN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D. BECKEL, JR., 000–00–0000 
TISH D. BECKEL, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. BEECY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM RAY, BEEN, 000–00–0000 
ERIC A. BEENE, 000–00–0000 
*GREGORY P. BEERS, 000–00–0000 
NIKOLAUS W. BEHNER, 000–00–0000 
*THOMAS M. BEIRNE, 000–00–0000 
ARTHUR T. BEISNER, II, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN C. BELLACICCO, 000–00–0000 
PAUL J. BELLAIRE, JR., 000–00–0000 
PETER L. BELMONTE, 000–00–0000 
HOWARD D. BELOTE, 000–00–0000 
LISA M. BELUE, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. BENCE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT P. BENDER, JR., 000–00–0000 
GARY A. BENITZ, 000–00–0000 
GARLAND J. BENNETT, JR., 000–00–0000 
RALPH D. BENNETT, 000–00–0000 
WALTER R. BENNETT, JR., 000–00–0000 
JANET BENT, 000–00–0000 

DENNIS L. BENTLEY, 000–00–0000 
ROBIN N. BENTON, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. BERES, 000–00–0000 
*CHRISTOPHER J. BERGER, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT D. BERGER, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES W. BERGSTROM, JR., 000–00–0000 
CRAIG A. BERLETTE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM S. BERNER, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY P. BERRY, 000–00–0000 
WARREN D. BERRY, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY D. BEST, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. BEST, 000–00–0000 
*TOM J. BIANCO, 000–00–0000 
*MARK D. BIBLER, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY W. BICE, 000–00–0000 
GEOFFREY B. BIEDERMANN, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES S. BIEVER, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY B. BIGELOW, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN V. BIGGERS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT T. BIGLER, 000–00–0000 
NEIL R. BILLINGS, 000–00–0000 
GARY E. BINDER, 000–00–0000 
BRADFORD LEE BINGAMAN, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD S. BINGER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID P. BIROS, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY C. BISCHOFF, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. BISHOP, JR., 000–00–0000 
GRANT C. BISHOP, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY A. BISHOP, 000–00–0000 
MARK G. BISHOP, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. BLACK, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL B. BLACK, 000–00–0000 
NORMAN S. BLACK, 000–00–0000 
BRENDA J. BLACKMAN, 000–00–0000 
*KEVIN M. BLANCHARD, 000–00–0000 
JODY L. BLANCHFIELD, 000–00–0000 
DEAN R. BLANKENBEKER, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN S. BLANKENSHIP, 000–00–0000 
CLIFTON D. BLANKS, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS E. BLAUSER, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE K. BLAVOS, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN M. BLIZZARD, 000–00–0000 
PETER G. BLOCK, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. BLUME, 000–00–0000 
MARTIN G. BOBAK, 000–00–0000 
JOHN D. BOBBITT, 000–00–0000 
LEE W. BODENHAUSEN, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH BOLTERSDORF, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG A. BOND, 000–00–0000 
ALLEN N. BOOHER, 000–00–0000 
GUY R. BOOTH, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. BOOTH, 000–00–0000 
DAVID E. BOSSERT, 000–00–0000 
*GERALD J. BOTH, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. BOWE, 000–00–0000 
FREDRICK S. BOWER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. BOWLING, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTINE A. BOWMAN, 000–00–0000 
KATHLEEN E. BOWMAN, 000–00–0000 
KIT Q. BOYD, 000–00–0000 
TODD A. BOYD, 000–00–0000 
VICKI M. BOYD, 000–00–0000 
LARRY A. BRADBURY, 000–00–0000 
ALAN E. BRADY, 000–00–0000 
STEPHAN P. BRADY, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. BRAMHALL, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN S. BRANDNER, 000–00–0000 
CAROL E. BRANDT, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. BRANDT, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM C. BRANDT, 000–00–0000 
WALTER BRECEVIC, 000–00–0000 
JEAN J. BRENNAN, 000–00–0000 
SETH P. BRETSCHER, 000–00–0000 
CORTNEY S. BREWERTON, 000–00–0000 
CLAY W. BREZNIK, 000–00–0000 
JACK L. BRIGGS, II, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD W. BRIGGS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL P. BRIGNOLA, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD E. BRIMNER, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN J. BRISLAN, 000–00–0000 
DWIGHT C. BRISSEY, 000–00–0000 
RODNEY K. BRITTENHAM, 000–00–0000 
* NICHOLAS A. BROCCOLI, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY A. BROCK, 000–00–0000 
ARTHUR R. BROCKMAN, 000–00–0000 
BRAD T. BEOEMMEL, 000–00–0000 
CHERYL P. BROOKS, 000–00–0000 
TODD M. BROSZ, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES P. BROTHERS, JR., 000–00–0000 
BARRETT P. BROUSSARD, 000–00–0000 
ALLEN R. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
GARY W. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
GLENN E. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS J. BROWNING, 000–00–0000 
KAREN L. BRUCE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. BRUCE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN P. BRUNTS, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH R. BRYAN, 000–00–0000 
GLENN W. BUCHFELLER, 000–00–0000 
BRADLEY E. BUCK, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. BUECHEL, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN BUELL, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. BUKOWINSKI, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS L. BULLOCK, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW J. BUNDY, 000–00–0000 
PETER D. BURGESS, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. BURKE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID K. BURKE, 000–00–0000 
KENT T. BURKHARDT, 000–00–0000 
ANGELA C. BURNS, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN K. BURNS, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS H. BURNS, 000–00–0000 
KELLY D. BURNS, 000–00–0000 
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*PAUL J. BURRELL, 000–00–0000 
KRIS A. BURROWS, 000–00–0000 
*PATRICK J. BUSH, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT F. BUSSIAN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. BUSSIERE, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE M. BUTKUS, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES T. BUTLER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. BUTLER, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK F. BUTLER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. BUTLER, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN D. BUTLER, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY M. BUTTERS, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW L. BUTTS, 000–00–0000 
FORREST F. BUTTS III, 000–00–0000 
STUART L. BUTTS, 000–00–0000 
BRADLEY G. BUTZ, 000–00–0000 
JAMES H. BYERS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. BYRD, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. BYRGE, JR., 000–00–0000 
GREGORY M. CAIN, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM F. CAIN, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID K. CALDER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL G. CALDWELL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. CALKINS, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN P. CALLAHAN, 000–00–0000 
JUAN A. CAMACHO, JR., 000–00–0000 
HARRIET D. CAMEJO, 000–00–0000 
PETER P. CAMIT, 000–00–0000 
GAGE B. CAMP, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. CANINO, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. CANNA, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH C. CANNIZZO, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES G. CAPPS, 000–00–0000 
SEAN K. CAREY, 000–00–0000 
JOEL C. CARLSON, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS L. CARR, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. CARR, 000–00–0000 
KEITH B. CARRAGHAN, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY J. CARRELLI, 000–00–0000 
JOHN L. CARROLL, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY A. CARROTHERS, 000–00–0000 
BRENT CARTAGENA, 000–00–0000 
CURTIS R. CARTER, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY WARREN CARTER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. CARTER, 000–00–0000 
PAUL L. CARTER, III, 000–00–0000 
NICHOLAS R. CARTER, 000–00–0000 
RICKEY L. CARTER, 000–00–0000 
RICKY W. CARVER, 000–00–0000 
LYLE W. CARY, 000–00–0000 
LOUIS A. CASALE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS M. CASEY, 000–00–0000 
GERARD A. CASTELLI, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. CASTILLO, 000–00–0000 
PETER H. CASTOR, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH E. CASTRO, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES E. CATOE, 000–00–0000 
MARK D. CAUDLE, 000–00–0000 
JOSE E. CAUSSADE, 000–00–0000 
FRANK M. CAVUOTI, 000–00–0000 
JACK J. CELIE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM A. CENTER, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW J. CERNICKY, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY J. CERVENY, JR., 000–00–0000 
NORMAN J. CHAI, 000–00–0000 
JAMES J. CHAMBERS, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN T. CHANDLER, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH A. CHANIN, 000–00–0000 
SPENCER R. CHAPMAN, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN W. CHAPPEL, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN R. CHARBONNEAU, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER W. CHARLES, 000–00–0000 
JACQUELINE N. CHARSAGUA, 000–00–0000 
CLEOPHUS D. CHATMAN, 000–00–0000 
GARY D. CHESLEY, 000–00–0000 
*FRANK S. CHIMENTO, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. CHING, 000–00–0000 
DARWIN J. CHIVERS, 000–00–0000 
DALE R. CHRISTENSEN, 000–00–0000 
DELBERT G. CHRISTMAN, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN R. CHRISTY, 000–00–0000 
ALLAN J. CHROMY, 000–00–0000 
*MARK D. CIARLONE, 000–00–0000 
BRENT A. CICCHETTO, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D. CLAMPITT, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES K. CLARK, 000–00–0000 
DAN L. CLARK, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS L. CLARK, 000–00–0000 
JAMES S. CLARK, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD M. CLARK, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW L. M. CLARKE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN B. CLARKE, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER L. CLAUNCH, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. CLAXTON, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE A. CLAYPOOL, 000–00–0000 
MAX A. CLAYTON, JR., 000–00–0000 
THOMAS R. CLAYTON, 000–00–0000 
KAREN A. CLEARY, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT M. CLEARY, 000–00–0000 
CHEVALIER P. CLEAVES, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL P. CLEPPER, 000–00–0000 
MARK L. CLIFFORD, 000–00–0000 
JOHN D. CLINE, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH L. CLINE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL W. CLOSE, 000–00–0000 
ALAN J. CLOSSON, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA R. CLOUD, 000–00–0000 
FREDERICK A. CLUTZ, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. COCHRAN, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN A. COFFIN, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN T. COFFINDAFFER, 000–00–0000 
BRYAN J. COFFMAN, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN J. COLE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS M. COLE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. COLELLA, 000–00–0000 
RONALD A. COLEMAN, 000–00–0000 
STANLEY J. COLGATE, 000–00–0000 

CYNTHIA B. COLIN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. COLOMBO, 000–00–0000 
JOSE E. COLON, 000–00–0000 
DALE K. COLTER, 000–00–0000 
RONALD C. COMEAU, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES L. COMFORT, 000–00–0000 
DONALD J. COMI, 000–00–0000 
PAUL M. COMMEAU, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS W. CONNELLY, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL P. CONNOLLY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM D. CONNORS, 000–00–0000 
WILFRED B. CONSOL, 000–00–0000 
GERALD L. CONSTABLE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS P. CONSTANT, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. CONTRERAS, 000–00–0000 
CREIGHTON W. COOK, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES L. COOK, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM S. COOKE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. COOMBES, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. COOMBS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID B. COOMER, 000–00–0000 
MARCUS F. COOPER III, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. COOTER, 000–00–0000 
SHAUN P. COPELIN, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG R. COREY, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES P. CORLEY, 000–00–0000 
DONALD M. CORLEY, 000–00–0000 
*LOUIS J. CORNAY, JR., 000–00–0000 
RICKY J. CORNELIO, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY R. CORNELL, 000–00–0000 
LUIS A. CORTES, 000–00–0000 
JAY A. COSSENTINE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. COSTLOW, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. COTE, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL D. COTTON, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER D. COTTS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES D. COUCH, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. COULTER, 000–00–0000 
*PETER J. COURTNEY, 000–00–0000 
BARRY J. COUSLER, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN D. COX, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES D. COX, 000–00–0000 
GARY L. COX, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL E. COX, 000–00–0000 
*DOUGLAS M. CRABB, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL K. CRAMER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. CRAVEN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. CREEDON, 000–00–0000 
RODERICK L. CREGIER, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN E. CREWS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. CRISON, 000–00–0000 
*CARL E. CROFT, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH A. CROSBY, 000–00–0000 
CLINTON E. CROSIER, 000–00–0000 
SEAN M. CROTTY, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE R. CROUSE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. CROWN, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND E. CROWNHART, 000–00–0000 
YELLIXA Z. CRUZ, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS B. CUCCHI, 000–00–0000 
*JANENE V. CULLEN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. CUMMINGS, JR., 000–00–0000 
ANN CUNNINGHAM, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD J. CUNINGHAM, JR., 000–00–0000 
*JOHN C. CUNNINGHAM, 000–00–0000 
KYLE P. CUNNINGHAM, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS F. CURRAN, JR., 000–00–0000 
TOM P. CURRIE, JR., 000–00–0000 
ANDRE K. CURRY, 000–00–0000 
DANNY R. CURTIS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. CURTIS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. CVANCARA, 000–00–0000 
MARGARET J. CZAPIEWSKI, 000–00–0000 
THERESA A. DALY, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES C. DAMOUR, 000–00–0000 
ASBURY J. DANIEL, 000–00–0000 
ALVIN E. DANIELS, 000–00–0000 
*DARREN R. DANIELS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT G. DANTONIO, 000–00–0000 
JOHN L. DARGAN, 000–00–0000 
BERNARD P. DAVEY, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN R. DAVIDSON, 000–00–0000 
ALAN D. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
DARRELL E. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT J. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
WESLEY C. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE E. DAY, JR., 000–00–0000 
THOMAS H. DEALE, 000–00–0000 
CRYSTAL Y. DEAS, 000–00–0000 
VINCENT G. DEBONO, JR., 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY K. DECKARD, 000–00–0000 
LYLE K. DECKER, 000–00–0000 
BUDDY E. DEES, JR., 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA W.J. DEES, 000–00–0000 
THEODORE T. DEGUZMAN, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS W. DEHART, 000–00–0000 
JEFFERY K. DEITERS, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM P. DELANEY, 000–00–0000 
CORDELL A. DELAPENA, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH M. DELGRANDE, 000–00–0000 
SEBASTIANO DELISO, 000–00–0000 
DEVIN J. DELLAROSE, 000–00–0000 
HUGH C. DELONG, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. DELUCA, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD C. DEMARS, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN R. DEMERS, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL L. DEMOTT, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL H. DEMOULLY, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT H. DEMPSEY II, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN T. DENKER, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT L. DENNIS, 000–00–0000 
LEE K. DEPALO, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. DEROUCHEY, 000–00–0000 
DONALD T.R. DERRY, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE T. DESAUTELS, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. DESIMONE, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL F. DETRICK, 000–00–0000 

MARK W. DEVANE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID S. DEVOL, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. DEWITT II, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH E. DIANA, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. DICKEY, 000–00–0000 
PAMELA D. DICKEY, 000–00–0000 
*MARC DICOCCO, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES J. DIERKES, JR., 000–00–0000 
*STEPHEN A. DIFONZO, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL J. DILWORTH, 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. DINTAMAN, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY E. DITZLER, 000–00–0000 
JERRY B. DOBBINS, 000–00–0000 
LAURENCE A. DOBROT, 000–00–0000 
JOHN D. DOHERTY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN J. DOHERTY, 000–00–0000 
KRISTEN J. DOLAN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. DOLLISON, 000–00–0000 
RAMONA L. DOLSON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. DOMINGUEZ, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTINE M. DON, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS J. DONALDS, 000–00–0000 
EDWIN F. DONALDSON III, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN G. DONATUCCI, 000–00–0000 
DAVID L. DONLEY, JR., 000–00–0000 
BRIAN P. DONNELLY, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA H. DONOVAN, 000–00–0000 
STEVE DONOVAN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT C. DOOLEY, 000–00–0000 
RODERICK E. DORSEY, JR., 000–00–0000 
MARK E. DOTSON, 000–00–0000 
RAE ANNE DOTTER, 000–00–0000 
ETHEL P. DOTTS, 000–00–0000 
DEBRA J. DOUCETTE, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN K. DOUGHERTY, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH T. DOUGHERTY, 000–00–0000 
DWAYNE E. DOVER, 000–00–0000 
MARIA J. DOWLING, 000–00–0000 
JACK R. DOWNEY, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN R. DRAGO, 000–00–0000 
BEVERLY J. DRAKE, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY M. DRAKE, 000–00–0000 
JERRY A. DUBOSE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN A. DUBRON, 000–00–0000 
COURTNEY ANNE DUCHARME, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. DUCKWORTH, 000–00–0000 
*ALFRED U. DUENAS, 000–00–0000 
RALPH W. DUESTERHOEFT, 000–00–0000 
VALENTINE J. DUGIE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. DUKAT, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY D. DUNBAR, 000–00–0000 
ARTHUR N. DUNN, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN C. DUNN, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES A. DUNN II, 000–00–0000 
ELIZABETH C. DUNN, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT L. DUNN, 000–00–0000 
TROY R. DUNN, 000–00–0000 
CLIFFORD R. DUNNING, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN H. DYCK, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN C. DYE, 000–00–0000 
*RAYMOND R. DYESS, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG S. DYSON, 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. DZARAN, 000–00–0000 
GARY J. DZUBILO, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES W. EASTMAN, 000–00–0000 
*CHRIS A. EATON, 0 000–00–0000 
KATHLEEN N. ECHIVERRI, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL K. EDGAR, 000–00–0000 
TROY A. EDGELL, 000–00–0000 
DONALD R. EDSALL, JR., 000–00–0000 
JON D. EDWARDS, 000–00–0000 
KEITH A. EDWARDS, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH A. EDWARDS, 000–00–0000 
MARTIN L. EDWARDS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT P. EGAN, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN J. EICHENBRENNER, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL L. EICKMEIER, 000–00–0000 
DARREN J. ELDRIDGE, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. ELGERT, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN M. ELLIOTT, 000–00–0000 
CURTIS D. ELLIS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID F. ELLIS, 000–00–0000 
LAURENCE E. ELLIS, 000–00–0000 
PETER S.H. ELLIS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES H. ELLS, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL J. ELMORE, 000–00–0000 
LEON E. ELSARELLI, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. EMERSON, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE A. EMILIO, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER T. EMMERT, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM L. ENGELSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
ARNEL B. ENRIQUEZ, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE A. ENSOR, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT B. ERICKSON, 000–00–0000 
LOYE M. ESCHENBURG, 000–00–0000 
GRETA M. ESPEAIGNNETTE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT F. ESPEJO, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. ESTES, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL S. EUCKER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. EVANS, 000–00–0000 
MYRA L. EVANSMANYWEATHER, 000–00–0000 
JULIE BURNS EVERSOLE, 000–00–0000 
ROYCE E. EVES, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. EWART, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. FABER, 000–00–0000 
KAROLEN KAY FAHRNI, 000–00–0000 
ELLIOT T. FAIR III, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. FAIRCHILD, 000–00–0000 
MARK R. FAIRCHILD, 000–00–0000 
MARK B. FALKE, 000–00–0000 
JON D. FANNING, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD H. FANSLER, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY L. FANTO, 000–00–0000 
LOREN L. FAULKNHAM, 000–00–0000 
FRANCIS J. FAUPEL, 000–00–0000 
DAVID C. FEDORS, 000–00–0000 
MARK L. FEINGOLD, 000–00–0000 
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CHRISTOPHER B. FELT, 000–00–0000 
ROLAND D. FENTON, JR., 000–00–0000 
GLENN A. FERGUSON, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY G. FERNER, 000–00–0000 
SYLVIA E.D. FERRY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS W. FESSENDEN, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD A. FIENGA, 000–00–0000 
SUZANNE FILION, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. FINNEGAN, 000–00–0000 
GREG A. FINNEY, 000–00–0000 
*EDWARD E. FIRNBERG, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. FISCHER, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND C. FISCHER, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. FISCHER, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD N. FISH, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. FISHER, 000–00–0000 
ANNE F. FITCH, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. FITCH, 000–00–0000 
*JAY S. FITZGERALD, 000–00–0000 
*MICHAEL J. FLERI, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY D. FLETCHER, 000–00–0000 
KELLY E. FLETCHER, 000–00–0000 
GARY D. FLINCHBAUGH, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP J. FLUHR, 000–00–0000 
*CHARLES P. FLYNN, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS J. FOGLE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. FOGLE, 000–00–0000 
ROGER B. FOGLEMAN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. FOLEY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. FOLEY, 000–00–0000 
SAMMY J. FONG, 000–00–0000 
DONALD B. FORRER, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. FORSTER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. FORTNEY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN D. FORZATO, 000–00–0000 
DAVID I. FOSTER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL W. FOSTER, 000–00–0000 
MORRIS K. FOSTER, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN L. FOX, 000–00–0000 
SEAN M. FOX, 000–00–0000 
ALFIO F. FRAGALA, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM W. FRANCIS, 000–00–0000 
GABRIEL S. FRANCO, 000–00–0000 
*CARMEN V. FRAZIER, 000–00–0000 
KRISTIN M. FRAZIER, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY R. FREDERICK, 000–00–0000 
TERI L. FREDERICK, 000–00–0000 
DAVID EUGENE FREEMAN, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE W. FRIEND, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY T. FRIGAULT, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN R. FRISBIE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. FRY, 000–00–0000 
DAVID B. FRYE, 000–00–0000 
ALGENE FRYER, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTIAN G. FUNK, 000–00–0000 
*ROLLAND J.GAGNON, 000–00–0000 
*MICHAEL J. GAINES, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN O. GAINES II, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. GAINEY, JR., 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. GAITHER, 000–00–0000 
SHERRI S. GALANTE, 000–00–0000 
LELLO GALASSI, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. GALBERG, 000–00–0000 
PHILLIP GALES, 000–00–0000 
BRYAN J. GALLAGHER, 000–00–0000 
FRANK P. GALLAGHER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT G. GALLASCH, 000–00–0000 
KURT J. GALLEGOS, 000–00–0000 
TODD A. GANGER, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY S. GARDNER, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN W. GARDNER, 000–00–0000 
*LESTER L. GARDNER, JR., 000–00–0000 
KYLE E. GARLAND, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. GARNER, 000–00–0000 
*LESLIE A. GARRETT, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL K. GARRITY, 000–00–0000 
TODD A. GASWICK, 000–00–0000 
*JUAN A. GAUD, 000–00–0000 
*ROGER T. GAUERT, 000–00–0000 
GARY L. GAUTREAU, 000–00–0000 
INGE GEDO, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. GEHRS, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. GENTSCH, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD B. GERTZ, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY I. GETTLE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES F. GEURTS, 000–00–0000 
RANDALL W. GIBB, 000–00–0000 
ORLANDO G. GIBBONS, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE A. GIBSON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. GIBSON IV, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. GIDDINGS, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE E. GIESIGE, 000–00–0000 
BILLY J. GILILLAND, 000–00–0000 
MARY K. GILLMAN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. GILMOUR, 000–00–0000 
MARTIN T. GIMBUS, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD T. GINDHART, JR., 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY L. GINGRAS, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS S. GLEISNER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN R. GLOCK, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS W. GOFFUS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. GOGAN, JR., 000–00–0000 
DERRILL T. GOLDIZEN, 000–00–0000 
KATHLEEN M. GOMRICK, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. GONZALUDO, 000–00–0000 
MARK W. GOOCH, 000–00–0000 
JUSTINE N. GOOD, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. GOODE III, 000–00–0000 
CARL C. GOODISON, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE A. GOODLIN, 000–00–0000 
*GAYLE L. GOODMAN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. GOODWIN, 000–00–0000 
REID M. GOODWYN, 000–00–0000 
*MARC W. GOOLD, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY D. GOOLEY, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH E. GOOTEE, 000–00–0000 
DEAN C. GORDON, JR., 000–00–0000 

ERIC L. GORDON, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH C. GORNEY, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY R. GOSE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. GOYETTE, 000–00–0000 
* WILLIAM J. GRABOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
* VAUGHN K. GRACE, 000–00–0000 
RODNEY L. GRADY, 000–00–0000 
BARRY S. GRAHAM, 000–00–0000 
JOHN K. GRAHAM, 000–00–0000 
* CARL S. GRAMLICK, 000–00–0000 
JAMES F. GRANT, JR., 000–00–0000 
STANLEY E. GRANT, 000–00–0000 
MARTIN E. GRANUM, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH J. GRAVANTE, JR., 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE C. GRAY II, 000–00–0000 
RUTH E. GRAYSON, 000–00–0000 
DEREK P. GREEN, 000–00–0000 
* GARRY M. GREEN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. GREEN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT T. GREEN, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY S. GREEN, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT B. GREENE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES L. GREGOIRE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN K. GREGORCYK, 000–00–0000 
PETER W. GRETSCH, 000–00–0000 
CYNTHIA J. GREY, 000–00–0000 
* JOSEPH N. GRIFFIN, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT G. GRIFFIN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL A. GRIFFITH, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. GRIMWOOD, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW P. GROOVER, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID E. GROSS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. GROSS, 000–00–0000 
MAURICE G. GROSSO, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW J. GROUX, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN S. GROVE, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW D. GRUNER, 000–00–0000 
ALLEN B. GRUNIN, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN M. GRUPENHAGEN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A GUIDER, 000–00–0000 
BRET S. GUINN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. GUINN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. GUNN, 000–00–0000 
ERIC G. GUNZELMAN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. GUY, 000–00–0000 
CALVIN L. GUYER, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES GUZZWELL, 000–00–0000 
RYAN K. HAALAND, 000–00–0000 
RENEE M. HAAS, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD S. HAAS, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS A. HABERMAN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D. HACKETT III, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY L. HACKMAN, 000–00–0000 
WADE E. HADER, 000–00–0000 
LANCE C. HAFELI, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. HAGEN, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL E. HAGMAIER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID G. HAGSTROM, 000–00–0000 
TAMMY M. HAIGHT, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL F. HAKE, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG W. HALL, 000–00–0000 
DONALD S. HALL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. HALL, 000–00–0000 
KURT D. HALL, 000–00–0000 
JOHN K. HALLISEY, 000–00–0000 
MARK C. HALLISEY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. HAM, 000–00–0000 
*MICHAEL J. HAMILL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. HAMMETT, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN L. HAMPTON, 000–00–0000 
STANLEY R. HANCOCK, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. HAND, 000–00–0000 
GARY R. HANDLEY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM S. HANDY, 000–00–0000 
RONALD B. HANKES, 000–00–0000 
PETER D. HANLON, 000–00–0000 
*GREGORY M. HANNON, 000–00–0000 
*GARY R. HANSON, 000–00–0000 
DEBORAH D. HARDEN, 000–00–0000 
CHARLENE J. HARDING, 000–00–0000 
PAUL R. HARDY, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES M. HARMON, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN M. HARMON, 000–00–0000 
DANE E. HARREL, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY L. HARRIGIAN, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. HARRINGTON, 000–00–0000 
*JERRY S.G. HARRINGTON, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
KEITH D. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN T. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
MARK L. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
HARRY M. HARRISON, 000–00–0000 
KEVEN E. HARSHBARGER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES T. HART, JR., 000–00–0000 
MARK E. HARTER, 000–00–0000 
QUINTIN H. HARTT, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES F. HARVELL, 000–00–0000 
ANTON J. HARYLUCK, 000–00–0000 
VERNON E. HASENSTEIN, JR., 000–00–0000 
*JOSEPH M. HASTINGS, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN C. HATLEY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. HAUG, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D. HAUGHIAN, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY A. HAUSMANN, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID P. HAWKINS, 000–00–0000 
MARK J. HAWLEY, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH K. HAYASHI, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. HAYDEN, 000–00–0000 
DJESSE D. HAYES IV, 000–00–0000 
MONIA L. HAYES, 000–00–0000 
TERRY E. HAYES, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY E. HAYMOND, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL T. HEALY, 000–00–0000 
FRANKLIN P. HEATH, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. HEBERT, JR., 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. HEDGPETH, 000–00–0000 
VICTOR L. HEDGPETH, 000–00–0000 

DANIEL J. HEETER, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN K. HEFLIN, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN L. HEFLIN, 000–00–0000 
FRANK R. HEINSOHN, 000–00–0000 
DONNA C. HEINZ, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH S. HEIRIGS, 000–00–0000 
KURT C. HELD, 000–00–0000 
HEIDI L. HELLAUER, 000–00–0000 
GARLAND S. HENDERSON, 000–00–0000 
GORDON B. HENDRICKSON, 000–00–0000 
GORDON T. HENGST, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. HENNESSY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. HENNIGAN, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN E. HENNING, 000–00–0000 
CURTIS E. HENRY, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. HENRY, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPH L. HERD, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD I. HERMANSEN, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD T. HERNDON, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. HERNDON, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER K. HERRMANN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES W. HERRMANN, 000–00–0000 
CLIFTON G. HERTEL, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES F. HERTENSTEIN III, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH P. HESSION, 000–00–0000 
GORDON S. HETHERINGTON, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. HICKEY, 000–00–0000 
MEREDITH K. HICKMAN, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM S. HICKMAN, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL K. HICKS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. HICKS, 000–00–0000 
KERRY D. HICKS, 000–00–0000 
IRVING T. HIGA, 000–00–0000 
TRACY A. HIGGINS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. HILBING, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM M. HILBUN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. HILER, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH E. HILL, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. HILLER, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD D. HINCKS, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE W. HINKIN, 000–00–0000 
COAWETTA D. HINNANT, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. HIRD, 000–00–0000 
YVETTE P. HIRD, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH R. HIRLINGER, JR., 000–00–0000 
PETER A. HIRNEISE, 000–00–0000 
BENJAMIN P. HOBDAY, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. HOBSON, 000–00–0000 
DORIAN A. HODGE, 000–00–0000 
*GENE L. HODGE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. HODGKISS, 000–00–0000 
GREG J. HOFFMAN, 000–00–0000 
BONNIE L. HOFFMAN, 000–00–0000 
SUSAN M. HOGG, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY A. HOLBROOK, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. HOLBROOK, 000–00–0000 
NORMAN D. HOLCOMB, JR., 000–00–0000 
CHARLES H. HOLDEN, JR., 000–00–0000 
RODNEY L. HOLDER, 000–00–0000 
DOROTHY C. HOLMES, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL W. HOLT, 000–00–0000 
TY D. HOLT, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTIAN D. HONKANEN, 000–00–0000 
NEAL L. HOOKS, 000–00–0000 
GUY R. HOOPER, 000–00–0000 
LYSA P. HOPSON, 000–00–0000 
MARK D. HORN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL H. HORN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. HORNER, 000–00–0000 
PAUL R. HORST, JR., 000–00–0000 
KIRK G. HORTON, 000–00–0000 
* TIMUR J. HOUSUM, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. HOWARD, 000–00–0000 
RUSSELL C. HOWARD, 000–00–0000 
TYRONE B. HOWARD, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT H. HRABE, 000–00–0000 
BRENT R. HRNCIR, 000–00–0000 
PAMELA DEE HRNCIR, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL HROVAT, 000–00–0000 
LLOYD F. HUBBARD, 000–00–0000 
* PATRICK M. HUBER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT B. HUBER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS J. HUDD, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL HUDSPATH, 000–00–0000 
TERRY R. HUFF, 000–00–0000 
BRYON K. HUFFMAN, 000–00–0000 
JONATHAN L. HUGGINS, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL C. HUGGINS, 000–00–0000 
MONTGOMERY C. HUGHSON, 000–00–0000 
DONALD L. HUGULEY, JR., 000–00–0000 
DALE R. HUHMANN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS D. HUIZENGA, 000–00–0000 
WHITNEY J. HULETT, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. HUNI, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN E. HUNT, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. HUNT, JR., 000–00–0000 
LARRY D. HUNTER, 000–00–0000 
MARK W. HUNTER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS K. HUNTER, JR., 000–00–0000 
RICHARD D. HURLEY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. HURSEY, 000–00–0000 
MARK L. HUSON, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN L. HUTCHENS, 000–00–0000 
DIRK M. HUTCHISON, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY D. HUTCHISON, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD T. HYLAND, 000–00–0000 
RANDAL W. ICE, 000–00–0000 
PHILLIP J. IDLE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS C. IMBURGIO, 000–00–0000 
BRET L. INDERMILL, 000–00–0000 
GERARDO INUMERABLE, JR., 000–00–0000 
THOMAS H. IRISH, 000–00–0000 
PAUL E. IRWIN, JR., 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM P. ISLER, JR., 000–00–0000 
ALAN R. ISROW, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM P. IULIANO, 000–00–0000 
DALE A. JACKMAN, 000–00–0000 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5699 June 3, 1996 
JEFFREY A. JACKSON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT W. JACKSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
TED A. JACKSON, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND K. JACOBS, 000–00–0000 
GLENN P. JAGGER, 000–00–0000 
ALLEN J. JAMERSON, 000–00–0000 
BRETT L. JAMES, 000–00–0000 
JESSE L. JAMES, 000–00–0000 
TERRY C. JAMES, 000–00–0000 
GARY E. JANDZINSKI, 000–00–0000 
STACEY L. JANSEN, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD S. JARVIS, 000–00–0000 
VINCENT B. JEFFERSON, 000–00–0000 
BENJAMIN W. JENKINS, 000–00–0000 
* JIMMY R. JENKINS, JR., 000–00–0000 
* GILBERT W. JENNINGS, 000  000–00–0000 
JAY R. JENNINGS, 000–00–0000 
ROGER W. JERNEY, 000–00–0000 
CARL V. JERRETT, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES T. JERVEY, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL R. JODER, 000–00–0000 
VINCENT J. JODOIN, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE G. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES D. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
* CLAUDE S. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
DAVID C. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
DONALD B. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
JAMES L. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY B. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT N. JOHNSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL C. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
STEPHANIE K. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN S. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN C. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
STUART P. JOHNSON II, 000–00–0000 
TERRY L. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
ANGELA V. JOHNSONHUGHES, 000–00–0000 
BRENT A. JOLLY, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE W. JONES, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES E. JONES, JR., 000–00–0000 
DIMITRI K. JONES, 000–00–0000 
DONALD R. JONES, 000–00–0000 
GLENDA D. JONES, 000–00–0000 
*GUY N. JONES, JR., 000–00–0000 
HOWARD G. JONES III, 000–00–0000 
*JEFFREY D. JONES, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND JONES, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD D. JONES, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. JONES, 000–00–0000 
WESTON W. JONES, 000–00–0000 
LAURIE A. JORDAN, 000–00–0000 
LEWIS E. JORDAN, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. JORDAN, 000–00–0000 
TERRY L. JORDAN, 000–00–0000 
ERIK C. JORGENSEN, 000–00–0000 
JOSHUA JOSE, 000–00–0000 
CAROLINE D. JOYCE, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS W. JUBACK, 000–00–0000 
HOWARD C. JUDD, 000–00–0000 
WARD F. JUEDEMAN, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. JUNG, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY D. JUNGEMANN, 000–00–0000 
CHERYL ANN JUNKER, 000–00–0000 
JOEL B. JUNKER, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. JUNTUNEN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS Z. JUNYSZEK, 000–00–0000 
JUDSON J. JUSELL, 000–00–0000 
RANDEE B. KAISER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. KANE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN J. KAPLAN, 000–00–0000 
HANS R. KASPAR, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES V. KASTENHOLZ, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. KAVCHAK, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. KEATON, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD W. KECK, JR., 000–00–0000 
RANDY A. KEE, 000–00–0000 
TERRY L. KEE, 000–00–0000 
RICKY L. KEELING, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD N. KEEN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. KEHR, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL H. KEIFER, 000–00–0000 
CHAN W. KEITH, 000–00–0000 
KEITH R. KELLER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID H. KELLEY, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY S. KELLEY, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. KELLEY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM E. KELLEY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. KELLY, 000–00–0000 
*PATRICK M. KELLY, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD W. KELLY, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN A. KELLY, 000–00–0000 
MARSHALL K. KENDRICK, 000–00–0000 
KEITH E. KENNEDY, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. KENSINGER, 000–00–0000 
ELIZABETH BROWN KERR, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. KERSEY, 000–00–0000 
RANDALL T. KERSEY, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY L. KESLER, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD B. KEYES, 000–00–0000 
TARIQ M. KHAN, 000–00–0000 
BRENDA M. KHOURY, 000–00–0000 
KELLEY S. KIERNAN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. KILCHER, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN L. KILPATRICK, 000–00–0000 
WALTER J. KIM, 000–00–0000 
HARRY R. KIMBERLY III, 000–00–0000 
DONALD FRANCIS KIMMINAU, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY R. KINCAID, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG K. KING, 000–00–0000 
DALE G. KING, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN B. KING, 000–00–0000 
RALPH F. KING III, 000–00–0000 
GALEN P. KIRCHMEIER, 000–00–0000 
DONALD E. KIRKHAM, JR., 000–00–0000 

MARK L. KISER, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT ALAN KISER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. KISNER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. KLAWITER, 000–00–0000 
JEFFERY T. KLAY, 000–00–0000 
*BART D. KLEIN, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH B. KLEINLEIN, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW T. KLEMAS, 000–00–0000 
*CARL L. KLINE, 000–00–0000 
JERRY G. KLINE, 000–00–0000 
KRIS D. KLUGE, 000–00–0000 
SANDRA L. KNAUER, 000–00–0000 
*WILLIAM K. KNEBEL, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH K. KNEBL, 000–00–0000 
BRYAN K. KNIGHT, 000–00–0000 
TRACY D. KNIGHTS, 000–00–0000 
CLARK J. KNUDSEN, 000–00–0000 
LAURA J. KOCH, 000–00–0000 
DONALD J. KOCHANSKI, 000–00–0000 
MARY M.L. KODAMA, 000–00–0000 
DONALD A. KOEHLER, 000–00–0000 
* STEVEN S. KOEHLER, 000–00–0000 
FREDERICK M. KOENNECKE, 000–00–0000 
GUS A. KOHNTOPP, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. KOK, 000–00–0000 
JOHN T. KONOPKA, 000–00–0000 
RICKY M. KOON, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN W. KORNS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. KORTYNA, 000–00–0000 
KEITH J. KOSAN, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD J. KOSLOW, 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. KOSSLER, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD A. KOSTELNIK, JR., 000–00–0000 
MARILYN H. KOTT, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN R. KOWALSKI, 000–00–0000 
* EDWARD C. KRAFT, III, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT L. KRAMER, 000–00–0000 
PAUL E. KRAUSE, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN L. KREBS, 000–00–0000 
SANDY J. KRIGEL, 000–00–0000 
DAVID E. KRINER, 000–00–0000 
* KARL D. KRONBERGS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D. KROPER, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL V. KRUEGER, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN KRUZINAUSKAS, JR., 000–00–0000 
ROBERT W. KUHN, JR., 000–00–0000 
EDWARD J. KULAS, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. KUNSELMAN, 000–00–0000 
CARL A. KUTSCHE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. KYGER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES D. LABOMBARD, 000–00–0000 
STUART L. LABOVITZ, 000–00–0000 
FRANKLIN D. LADSON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. LAING, 000–00–0000 
LARRY LAIRD, 000–00–0000 
ALAN T. LAKE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. LALLY, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG R. LAMB, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN K. LAMBERT, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY J. LAMERS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID G. LANDFAIR, 000–00–0000 
CAROL L. LANE, 000–00–0000 
PAULA M. LANE, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. LANE, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. LANGLAIS, 000–00–0000 
BART W. LANGLAND, 000–00–0000 
MARK M. LANKFORD, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD E. LANNING, 000–00–0000 
FRANCIS J. LAPIERRE, JR., 000–00–0000 
LOUIS E. LAPORTE, 000–00–0000 
GARY W. LARBERG, 000–00–0000 
DALE B. LARKIN, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT C. LARRIMORE, 000–00–0000 
DONALD M. LARSON, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. LARSON, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES R. LASCHE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. LASLEY, 000–00–0000 
J. EDWARD LASSELLE, JR., 000–00–0000 
KELLY J. LATIMER, 000–00–0000 
SHARON MARY LATOUR, 000–00–0000 
JIMMY J.S. LAU, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD J. LAVALLEE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN A. LAVELL, 000–00–0000 
ALAN J. LAVERSON, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP J. LAWLOR, 000–00–0000 
MARGARET Z. LAWSON, 000–00–0000 
STUART P. LAY, 000–00–0000 
ANN K. LEE, 000–00–0000 
ARNOLD E.M. LEE, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD J. LEE, 000–00–0000 
EUGENE K. LEE II, 000–00–0000 
JILL H. LEE, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN A. LEE, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN L. LEEK, 000–00–0000 
ANGELES LEENEY, 000–00–0000 
SUSAN G. LEGATOWICZ, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. LEGGE, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY A. LEHMANN, 000–00–0000 
CEDRIC E. LEIGHTON, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH L. LENERTZ, 000–00–0000 
BABETTE M. LENFANT, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY J. LENGYEL, 000–00–0000 
PETER M. LENIO, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN G. LEONARD, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY D. LEPPELLERE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM P. LESLIE, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW R. LESNICK, 000–00–0000 
LEE K. LEVY II, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL P. LEWANDOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
RONALD F. LEWANDOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. LEWIS III, 000–00–0000 
*KENNETH DEAN LEWIS, JR., 000–00–0000 
PERRY A. LEWIS, 000–00–0000 
PETER A. LEWIS, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY H. LEWIS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. LEWIT, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL LIBERTO, 000–00–0000 

*JEFFREY M. LIDDLE, 000–00–0000 
BROOKS R. LIESKE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES K. LIGGETT, 000–00–0000 
DARWINA M. LIGUORI, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS E. LILEIKIS, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. LILLEY, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD H. LINCH III, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. LINDAUER, 000–00–0000 
*SCOTT ALAN LINDEN, 000–00–0000 
DALE S. LINDER, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM E. LINDSEY, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN T. LING, 000–00–0000 
JOHN LIPINSKI, 000–00–0000 
LISA M. LIPSCOMB, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. LIPSEY, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS W. LISHERNESS, 000–00–0000 
*MARK J. LITTLE, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD C. LLOYD III, 000–00–0000 
KATHERINE M. LOCH, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN R. LOEHRKE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. LOFTUS, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY M. LOGUE, 000–00–0000 
*ANTHONY S. LOMBARDO, 000–00–0000 
DALE J. LONG, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. LONG, 000–00–0000 
RANDY R. LONG, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN R. LOOTENS, 000–00–0000 
IVAN LOPEZ, 000–00–0000 
RONALD D. LOTZ, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP E. LOUDEN, JR., 000–00–0000 
PAUL D. LOVE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. LOVELL, 000–00–0000 
TRACY C. LOVETTE, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY S. LOWDERMILK, 000–00–0000 
JOSE M. LOYA, JR., 000–00–0000 
BRETT A. LOYD, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS E. LUCAS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL T. LUFT, 000–00–0000 
CYNTHIA A. GUERRA LUIS, 000–00–0000 
RANDY L. LUKASIK, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS P. LUKENIC, 000–00–0000 
ENID T. LYNCH, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN M. LYNCH, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. LYONS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. MACHO, 000–00–0000 
NINA D. MACK, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG S. MAC LEOD, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN D. MAC LEOD, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. MAC QUEEN, 000–00–0000 
RONALD E. MAC RALL, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN J. MAGERS, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH B. MAGUIRE, 000–00–0000 
BLAKE C. MAHAN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL M. MAHON, 000–00–0000 
EVAN V. MAI, 000–00–0000 
*THOMAS O. MAJOR, 000–00–0000 
VICTOR J. MAKELA, 000–00–0000 
*MARK P. MAKOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK C. MALACKOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
CHERYL L. MALONE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. MALONEY, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS M. MALONEY, 000–00–0000 
VICTOR W. MANGINO, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN J. MANION, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. MANKUS, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND C. MAPLE, 000–00–0000 
STEVE G. MARCH, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY N. MARCOTTE, 000–00–0000 
HOWARD K. MARDIS, 000–00–0000 
DALE R. MARKS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. MARKS, JR., 000–00–0000 
RICHARD S. MARKS, 000–00–0000 
*TIMOTHY M. MARKS, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS G. MARKWARDT, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. MARMELSTEIN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES S. MARR, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. MARRS, 000–00–0000 
RONALD L. MARSELLE, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK A. MARSHALL, 000–00–0000 
SONDRA K. MARSTON, 000–00–0000 
DAVID L. MARTENS, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE M. MARTIN, JR., 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. MARTIN, 000–00–0000 
TODD A. MARTIN, 000–00–0000 
JOE C. MARTINEZ, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. MARTINEZ, 000–00–0000 
KARL H. MARUSAK, 000–00–0000 
RONALD PETER MARX, 000–00–0000 
PETER A. MASKE, 000–00–0000 
MAUREEN E. MASSEY, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN G. MASTERS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. MASUCCI, 000–00–0000 
JOSE A. MATA, 000–00–0000 
TODD H. MATHES, 000–00–0000 
MITCHELL J. MATHEYS, 000–00–0000 
MARK D. MATTISON, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN L. MATTOCH, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY C. MATTOX, 000–00–0000 
MARY E. MATUSIEWICZ, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS P. MAUCHLY, 000–00–0000 
GARY A. MAUSOLF, 000–00–0000 
ELIZABETH L. MAY, 000–00–0000 
ROGER A. MAY, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID E. MAYNARD, 000–00–0000 
*GILLOUS R. MAYS II, 000–00–0000 
LAURELI MAZIK, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. MAZUR, 000–00–0000 
LISA M. MAZUR, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID A. MC CABE, 000–00–0000 
JACKIE L. MC CARTHY, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS A. MC CARTY, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. MC CAUGHAN, 000–00–0000 
*MARK A. MC CLAIN, 000–00–0000 
*RICK S. MC CLAIN, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK A. MC CLELLAND, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD R. MC CLESKEY, 000–00–0000 
*DANA R. MC COLLUM, 000–00–0000 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5700 June 3, 1996 
JAMES M.M. MC COMAS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID C. MC CORMICK, 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. MC CORMICK, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. MC COY, 000–00–0000 
KIMBERLEY A. MC CRAE, 000–00–0000 
JOAN MC CRAY, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT L. MC CREEDY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES D. MC CULLOUGH, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER R. MC DANIEL, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. MC DONALD, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL C. MC DONALD, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH B. MC DOWELL, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL B. MC ENTIRE, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY W. MC EUEN, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY J. MC GALLAIRD, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL B. MC GEE, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. MC GEE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN E. MC GIBBON, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA I. MC GINNIS, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW M. MC GOVERN, 000–00–0000 
EUGENE J. MC GRATH, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. MC INERNEY, 000–00–0000 
PAUL S. MC INTYRE, 000–00–0000 
*KENNETH A. MC KELLAR, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN A. MC KELVEY, 000–00–0000 
DUNCAN D. MC KENZIE, 000–00–0000 
DONALD C. MC KERCHER, 000–00–0000 
CALLIS L. MC LAIN, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH R. MC LAUGHLIN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES MC LEAN, JR., 000–00–0000 
MARK M. MC LEOD, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE L. MC MULLIN, II, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT D. MC MURRY, JR., 000–00–0000 
LOUIS E. MC NAMARA, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH W. MC NAMEE, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH E. MC NULTY, II, 000–00–0000 
ANNE C. MC PHARLIN, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY E. MC PHARLIN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES L. MC REYNOLDS, 000–00–0000 
SHARYN N. MC WHORTER, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS F. MEADOWS, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. MECKOLL, 000–00–0000 
LINDA R. MEDLER, 000–00–0000 
DARREN D. MEDLIN, 000–00–0000 
MARCIA R. MEEKSEURE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES J. MEERSMAN, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. MEIER, 000–00–0000 
THEODORE E. MEINHOLD, 000–00–0000 
BERRAE N. MEIXSELL, JR., 000–00–0000 
LIONEL S. MELLOTT, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN S. MELTON, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN D. MENARD, 000–00–0000 
CANDIDO T. MENDES, 000–00–0000 
SEAN R. MERCADANTE, 000–00–0000 
IVAN L. MERRITT, 000–00–0000 
JOHN H. MEYER III, 000–00–0000 
KIMBERLY A. MEYER, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH F. MICHELL IV, 000–00–0000 
VICKI D. MICHETTI, 000–00–0000 
WESLEY L. MIDDLETON, 000–00–0000 
BARRY S. MIGYANKO, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY T. MIKESELL, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY A. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH C. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
*LISA L. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK J.S. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD R. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
*TAD W. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY D. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
WALTER T. MILLER III, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM V. MILLER, JR., 000–00–0000 
PRESTON R. MILLIKAN, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW S. MILLS, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD C. MILLS, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY I. MILLS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES W. MILROY, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA D. MINER, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES J. MINER, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY R. MINKIEWICZ, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY G. MINTZLAFF, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT MIRANDA, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES E. MITCHELL, 000–00–0000 
M.J. MITCHELL, 000–00–0000 
*MICHAEL A. MITCHELL, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT E. MITCHELL, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH D. MOAK, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW M. MODLESKI, 000–00–0000 
KENNON J. MOEN, 000–00–0000 
BJORN P. MOENE, 000–00–0000 
KATHRYN M. MOENE, 000–00–0000 
MARK H. MOL, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW H. MOLLOY, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHE P. MONAHAN, 000–00–0000 
KEITH L. MONDY, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. MONISMITH, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. MONROE, 000–00–0000 
MICHELE S. MONROE, 000–00–0000 
KAREN J. MONTANYE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. MONTGOMERY, 000–00–0000 
KENT R. MONTGOMERY, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. MONTGOMERY, 000–00–0000 
SAM H. MONTGOMERY, JR., 000–00–0000 
MANUEL R. MONTOYA, 000–00–0000 
JAY H. MONTROSS, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID J. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES W. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN R. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN R. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
RICKY V. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
VERNON L. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
*WINFRED G. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN J. MORANI, 000–00–0000 

SUSAN N. MORELAND, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE G. MORETTI, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
KEITH W. MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
MARYDARLENE MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW E. MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL B. MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT K. MORING, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. MORLEY, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK D. MORONEY, 000–00–0000 
BRETT E. MORRIS, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. MORRISON, 000–00–0000 
*WILLIAM J. MORROW, JR., 000–00–0000 
LLOYD K. MOSEMANN III, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA I. MOSSL, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H.V. MOTT, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN K. MOULTON, 000–00–0000 
*MARIO N. MOYA, 000–00–0000 
LONNY G. MOYER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. MOYNIHAN, 000–00–0000 
ANDRES E. MUKK, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. MULDOON, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN M. MULVIHILL, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN E. MUNDINE, 000–00–0000 
KEVEN M. MURNANE, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY R. MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
MARK MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
MONTE J. MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
CARLLEEN MURRAY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. MURRAY, 000–00–0000 
MELVIN R. MUSSER, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY L. MUTCHMORE, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY J. MYERS, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY J. MYERS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. MYERS, 000–00–0000 
STUART L. MYKRANTZ, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD P. NAGLER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. NAGY, 000–00–0000 
MARK K. NAKANISHI, 000–00–0000 
JUAN C. NARVID, 000–00–0000 
EARL R. NASON, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. NAUMANN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. NAZAR, 000–00–0000 
GUY C. NEDDO, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN K. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
CLYDE A. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
ERIC T. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY E. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY S. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH L. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
PAUL D. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
PAUL F. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
RANDALL R. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
*KURT M. NEUMAN, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. NEUMANN, 000–00–0000 
WILEY R. NEWBY, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD I. NEWHOUSE III, 000–00–0000 
LOREN G. NEWKIRK, 000–00–0000 
*STEPHEN A. NEWLON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. NEWMAN, 000–00–0000 
RANDALL E. NEWMAN, 000–00–0000 
DALLAS N. NEWSOME, 000–00–0000 
HARRY N. NEWTON, 000–00–0000 
HIAWATHA K. NEWTON, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. NEWTON, 000–00–0000 
HOANG X. NGUYEN, 000–00–0000 
KEITH E. NICKLES, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG K. NIIYA, 000–00–0000 
*RICHARD NITZBERG, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. NORDBERG II, 000–00–0000 
ALAN J. NORTHRUP, 000–00–0000 
RONALD B. NORTON, 000–00–0000 
PERRY L. NOUIS, 000–00–0000 
*JEFFREY L. NOVAK, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. NOVITSKE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM K. NUGENT, JR., 000–00–0000 
DANIEL C. NUGTEREN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS L. NUNAMAKER, 000–00–0000 
JEROME P. NUTTER, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. NUZZO, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG M. NYGAARD, 000–00–0000 
PERRY R. OAKS, 000–00–0000 
DONALD R. OBERDIECK, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. OBERG, 000–00–0000 
JAMES W. O’BRIEN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN L. O’BRIEN, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. O’BRIEN, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN O’CONNELL, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN W. O’DAY, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. ODDO, 000–00–0000 
*CHRISTOPHER J. O’DELL, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. O’DOWD, 000–00–0000 
TEDDY D. OELFKE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. OELGOETZ, JR., 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM F. OGDEN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. OGLE, 000–00–0000 
REX E. OGLE, JR., 000–00–0000 
THOMAS R. O’HARA, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. O’KEEFE, 000–00–0000 
DON I. OLDS, JR., 000–00–0000 
*JAMES K. OLSON, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE R. OLSON, 000–00–0000 
WESLEY A. OLSON, 000–00–0000 
PEDRO R. OMS, 000–00–0000 
LISA A.H. ONAGA, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL F. O’NEAL, 000–00–0000 
*STUART K.S. O’NEILL, 000–00–0000 
*STEVE A. ORDONIA, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN E. OREAR, 000–00–0000 
SUZANNE M. O’REILLY, 000–00–0000 
RANDALL J. ORNE, 000–00–0000 
TERRENCE J. O’SHAUGHNESSY, JR., 000–00–0000 
CHARLES E. OSTEEN, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN D. OSTEN, 000–00–0000 
KATHLEEN O’SULLIVAN, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY S. OTEY, 000–00–0000 

CHRISTOPHER W. OVERMAN, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES A. OWEN, 000–00–0000 
BONNIE L. OWENS, 000–00–0000 
DEAN P. OWENS, 000–00–0000 
JONATHAN M. OWENS, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. OWENS, 000–00–0000 
RANDOLPH A. PAGAN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. PAGANONI, 000–00–0000 
FREDERIC C. PAGE, 000–00–0000 
GERALD L. PAGE, 000–00–0000 
JILL S. PAGE, 000–00–0000 
CLIVE A. PAIGE, 000–00–0000 
*GREGG M. PALMER, 000–00–0000 
JESS D. PALMER, 000–00–0000 
JEAN PAPROCKI, JR., 000–00–0000 
EARL W. PARCHMENT, JR., 000–00–0000 
MARK J. PARISI, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER L. PARKER, 000–00–0000 
LAMAR D. PARKER, 000–00–0000 
RANDALL C. PARKER, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE A. PARKINSON, 000–00–0000 
CARL W. PARRAMORE, 000–00–0000 
TERRY W. PARROTT, 000–00–0000 
STEPHANIE A. PARSON, 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. PARSONS, 000–00–0000 
TERRY A. PARSONS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. PASQUINI, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM C. PASZKIEWICZ, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. PATCHETT, 000–00–0000 
GEOFFREY C. PATTERSON, 000–00–0000 
ERIC J. PAUL, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. PAUL, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. PAULUKAITIS, 000–00–0000 
ERIC R. PAYNE, 000–00–0000 
MARK H. PAYNE, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN D. PEARCE, 000–00–0000 
*ANDREW H. PEARS, 000–00–0000 
GERALD M. PEASLEE, 000–00–0000 
FRANK S. PECHIN III, 000–00–0000 
JANICE C. PEGRAM, 000–00–0000 
IAN R. PELLETIER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. PELLETIER, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTIAN M. PELOZA, 000–00–0000 
PETER R. PEPIN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS PEPPARD, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. PEPPLER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL H. PERALES, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD S. PERDUE, 000–00–0000 
SANDRA M. PERDUE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN J. PERENCHIO, 000–00–0000 
CARMEN F. PERONE, JR., 000–00–0000 
MELVYN T.J. PERREIRA, 000–00–0000 
CATHERINE M. PERRO, 000–00–0000 
WANDA C. PERRY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES J. PETERSEN, 000–00–0000 
MITCHELL A. PETERSEN, 000–00–0000 
CLARK D. PETERSON, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. PETERSON, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY L. PETERSON, 000–00–0000 
MARY E. PETERSON, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY J. PETREQUIN, 000–00–0000 
SANDRA L. PETRIE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. PETROSH, JR., 000–00–0000 
*JAMES P. PFARR, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY C. PHARRIS, 000–00–0000 
HERBERT PHILLIPS, JR., 000–00–0000 
*JAMES M. PHILLIPS, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY B. PHILLIPS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. PHILLIPS, 000–00–0000 
PAUL E. PHILLIPS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. PICKLE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. PIERCE, 000–00–0000 
ALEXANDER S. PILIPOWSKYJ, 000–00–0000 
ANN M. PINC, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. PIPAN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. PISCITELLI, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. PISTOLESSI, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW M. PITTMAN, 000–00–0000 
*PHILIP A. PLATT, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. PLAZA, 000–00–0000 
BRETT A. PLENTL, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN S. PLETCHER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. PLUMMER, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD J. POEL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES POHORENCE, 000–00–0000 
CLAUDE J. POITRAS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. POLI, 000–00–0000 
DEBORAH C. POLLARD, 000–00–0000 
KEITH R. POND, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. PONTI, 000–00–0000 
MARGARET B. POORE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL G. POPOVICH, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. POPPERT, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT B. POST, 000–00–0000 
*TODD M. POST, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. POSTAGE, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY L. POTTER, 000–00–0000 
KEITH D. POULIN, 000–00–0000 
GARY W. POUNDER, 000–00–0000 
KELLY J. POWELL, 000–00–0000 
*JERRY A. PRASS, 000–00–0000 
*DANA R. PRATT, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM D. PREASKORN, 000–00–0000 
MELVIN R. PRELL, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN J. PRESTON, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH J. PRIDOTKAS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN J. PRIVETTE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. PROBST, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS W. PROCTOR, 000–00–0000 
KAREN A. PULLEN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. PULLIAM, 000–00–0000 
PAUL F. PULSE III, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY A. PYKE, 000–00–0000 
PAUL C. QUIGLEY, 000–00–0000 
RUSSELL J. QUINN, 000–00–0000 
JIMMIE D. RABB, 000–00–0000 
GARY R. RAFFERTY, 000–00–0000 
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STEVEN G. RAFFERTY, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK J. RAGLOW, 000–00–0000 
TODD D. RAINES, 000–00–0000 
JON V. RAMER, 000–00–0000 
ROSE A. RAMIREZ, 000–00–0000 
MARK J. RANDOLPH, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE M. RANK, 000–00–0000 
*PETER M. RANON, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD R. RAUDENBUSH, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTIAN P. RAUSCHENBACH, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY C. RAY, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY M. RAY, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. RAYMO, 000–00–0000 
PETER D. READ, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP C. REAMY, 000–00–0000 
REID D. REASOR, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. REAVIS, 000–00–0000 
MICHELE E. REBOULET, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH L. RECTOR, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY M. REDICK, 000–00–0000 
FRANK J. REDNER, JR., 000–00–0000 
BARRY L. REED, 000–00–0000 
DARREN J. REED, 000–00–0000 
HENRY M. REED III, 000–00–0000 
JAMES F. REED, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. REED, 000–00–0000 
GLENN C. REEDY, 000–00–0000 
REX W. REES, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. REESE, 000–00–0000 
KURT L. REESMAN, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH T. REEVES, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL W. REGAN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL T. REHG, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. REIN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. REISNER, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY S. RENNER, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN A. RENO, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. RETH, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT C. REVILLE, 000–00–0000 
LEONIDAS D. REYES, 000–00–0000 
BART R. RHODES, 000–00–0000 
*ALAN G. RIBA, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT B. RICARTE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. RICHARDS, JR, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. RICHTER, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS B. RIDER, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE E. RIEBLING, 000–00–0000 
JAMES G. RIEMENSVANLAARE, 000–00–0000 
DARRELL L. RIGGS, 000–00–0000 
* KENNETH E. RIGGS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL T. RINALDI, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT E. RING, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. RIORDAN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. RIORDAN, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN T. RIORDAN, 000–00–0000 
* GEORGE A. RISSE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS J. RITENOUR II, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL P. RITS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. RITTER, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN B. RITTER, 000–00–0000 
OSCAR M. RIVERA, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. RIX, 000–00–0000 
KIMBERLEE FORBESS RIX, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN C. ROACH, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY D. ROAKE, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD F. ROBEL, JR., 000–00–0000 
TONCIE L. ROBERSON, 000–00–0000 
JULIAN R. ROBERTS, JR., 000–00–0000 
PAUL E. ROBERTS, 000–00–0000 
ALBERT E. ROBERTSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
ERICA ROBERTSON, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD M. ROBICHAUD, 000–00–0000 
ROBBIE D. ROBINETTE, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY K. ROBINSON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. ROBINSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH H. ROBINSON, 000–00–0000 
PHILLIP L. ROBINSON, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN E. ROBITAILLE, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK R. ROCHE, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD K. ROCKWELL, 000–00–0000 
EVAN G. ROELOFS, 000–00–0000 
EUGENE P. ROGERS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D. ROGERS, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES G. ROLLINS, 000–00–0000 
DIANE M. ROMAN, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY ROMANO, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG W. ROMERO, 000–00–0000 
AUTUMN K. ROSS, 000–00–0000 
CECIL L. ROSS, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE H. ROSS III, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. ROSS, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH J. ROSSACCI, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. ROSSI, 000–00–0000 
FRANK J. ROSSI, 000–00–0000 
TERRENCE L. ROTERING, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. ROTTMAN, 000–00–0000 
LAURIE M. ROUILLARD, 000–00–0000 
GLENN G. ROUSSEAU, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. ROUSSEAU, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN J. ROUTHIER, 000–00–0000 
RONALD C. ROUX, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD P. ROWBURREY, 000–00–0000 
AMY M. ROWE, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE C. ROWE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES L. ROWE, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. ROWLAND, 000–00–0000 
DAVID B. ROYAL, 000–00–0000 
ARTHUR E. ROZIER, 000–00–0000 
BLAINE O. RUDOCK, 000–00–0000 
STANLEY RUFF, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT J. RUFLIN, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD J. RUGGIERO, 000–00–0000 
MARK H. RUMPH, 000–00–0000 
*JANE E. RUSSELL, 000–00–0000 
MARC D. RUSSICK, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT C. RUTHERFORD, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. RUTKOWSKI, 000–00–0000 

CRAIG A. RUTLAND, 000–00–0000 
KATHLEEN D. RYAN, 000–00–0000 
MARK R. RYDELL, 000–00–0000 
LINDA MAUREEN RYERSE, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL J. SABLAN, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND A. SABLE, 000–00–0000 
BRAD L. SABO, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. SAGHERA, 000–00–0000 
LAURA L. SAKOS, 000–00–0000 
LORI S. SALGADO, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY M. SALING, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER SALVUCCI, 000–00–0000 
RONALD L. SAMIC, 000–00–0000 
PAUL L. SAMPANG, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES W. SAMUEL, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL SANCHEZ, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN SANDERS, 000–00–0000 
*MICHAEL W. SANDERS, 000–00–0000 
RONALD J. SANDERS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. SANDQUIST, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. SANTACROCE, 000–00–0000 
HENRY J. SANTICOLA, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH F. SANTORELLI, 000–00–0000 
WALTER J. SARAFIN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. SARCHET, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN R. SARTORE, 000–00–0000 
MARC H. SASSEVILLE, 000–00–0000 
DONALD T. SAUNDERS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN D. SCARBOROUGH, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN M. SCHAAF, 000–00–0000 
DAVID N. SCHAAF, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. SCHAEFFLER, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN M. SCHAFER, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY L. SCHAFF, 000–00–0000 
DIRK D. SCHALCH, 000–00–0000 
MARK G. SCHEEN, 000–00–0000 
ERVIN G. SCHEETS, JR., 000–00–0000 
GERALD A. SCHEUCHNER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS L. SCHIANO, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY J. SCHILLER, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH V. SCHMIDT, 000–00–0000 
PAUL G. SCHMIDT, 000–00–0000 
ERIC W. SCHNAIBLE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN M. SCHNEIDER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. SCHNEIDER, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG W. SCHNEPF, 000–00–0000 
JON S.H. SCHOENBERG, 000–00–0000 
TERRY D. SCHONERT, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS M. SCHORSCH, 000–00–0000 
MARIA L. SCHREFFLER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. SCHULENBERG, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. SCHULTE II, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES SCHULTZ, JR., 000–00–0000 
LISA M. SCHULZLATSIS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL W. SCHWARTZ, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. SCHWENKE, 000–00–0000 
ALTON J. SCOTT, 000–00–0000 
BRYAN E. SCOTT, 000–00–0000 
CARL W. SCOTT, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. SCOTT, 000–00–0000 
*SHANE E. SCOTT, 000–00–0000 
TOI V. SCRENCI, 000–00–0000 
*KENNETH E. SCRITCHFIELD, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS B. SCRUGGS, 000–00–0000 
DEBORAH A. SEAMAN, 000–00–0000 
KEITH A. SEAMAN, 000–00–0000 
TERRY G. SEAMAN, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN G. SEARCY, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA K.F. SEARCY, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY J. SEELY, 000–00–0000 
HOWARD A. SEID, 000–00–0000 
PAUL S. SEKETA, 000–00–0000 
JOHN SELLERS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN G. SELLS, 000–00–0000 
BRYAN K. SELVAAG, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH S. SEPESSY, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL J. SETTERGREN, 000–00–0000 
*WILLIAM E. SETTLEMIRE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS J. SEXTON, 000–00–0000 
PAUL A. SEYMOUR, 000–00–0000 
ALAN L. SHAFER, 000–00–0000 
MARTHA T. SHAFFER, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE G. SHAPIRO, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT B. SHARP, JR., 000–00–0000 
PETRA L. SHARRETT, 000–00–0000 
GARY L. SHAW, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT S.H. SHAW, 000–00–0000 
RUSSELL J. SHAW, JR., 000–00–0000 
STUART J. SHAW, 000–00–0000 
KARL J. SHAWHAN, 000–00–0000 
*DANIEL F. SHEA, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN E. SHEA, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. SHELLEY, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY L. SHELTON, 000–00–0000 
*STEVEN C. SHEPARD, 000–00–0000 
JIMMY SHEPPARD, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN T. SHEPPARD, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. SHIELDS, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH T. SHINNICK, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD P. SHIPMAN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. SHIRLEY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS P. SHOAF, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD F. SHOCK, 000–00–0000 
THOMOTHY C. SHOCKLEY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. SHOEMAKER, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS G. SHRYOCK, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS W. SHUMAKER, 000–00–0000 
SANDRA J. SHURMAN, 000–00–0000 
RODNEY S. SIBILA, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE R. SICAY, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH P. SIDOR 000–00–0000 
ALAN C. SIERICHS, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL W. SIETMAN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES K. SIKES, 000–00–0000 
DOROTHY A. SILVANIC, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. SILVANIC, 000–00–0000 
JAY B. SILVERIA, 000–00–0000 

JESSE T. SIMMONS, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. SIMMONS, 000–00–0000 
KIRBY E. W. SIMMONS, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. SIMPKINSON, 000–00–0000 
*CARL R SIMPSON, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS J. SIMPSON, 000–00–0000 
JON T. SIMS, JR., 000–00–0000 
MITCHELL A. SINGER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT W. SINGLETON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. SIPPEL, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH G. SIPPERLY, JR., 000–00–0000 
*DAVID G. SIZOO, 000–00–0000 
TRACEY S. SKELTON, 000–00–0000 
JADE A. SKINNER, 000–00–0000 
PAUL J. SKOWRONEK, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL P. SKROBIALOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
MIRO SKRODZKI, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. SLATER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL C. SLEPICA, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES E. SLOAN, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM E. SLUTTER, 000–00–0000 
BOBBY J. SMALL, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN H. SMART, 000–00–0000 
TRACY A. SMIEDENDORF, 000–00–0000 
ALLAN J. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL L. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
DAVID C. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS F. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
DOYLE D. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE M. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
JURGEN W. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
KATHLEEN A. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH J. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
KYLE M. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
PAUL L. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
PENNY E. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
SUZANNE L. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY F. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT G. SMOTHERS, 000–00–0000 
ERICK A. SNELLMAN, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE D. SNYDER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID E. SNYDER, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY D. SNYDER, 000–00–0000 
CHERYL A. SOAT, 000–00–0000 
DAVID I.S. SOBRINO, 000–00–0000 
*MELVIN P. SODERLUND, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. SOFET, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER T. SORRENTINO, 000–00–0000 
EZRA A. SOSA, 000–00–0000 
ROBIN G. SOULE, 000–00–0000 
BRADLEY D. SPACY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. SPAIN, 000–00–0000 
JON R. SPANGLER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. SPAULDING, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY S. SPEAR, 000–00–0000 
PAMELA S. SPEARING, 000–00–0000 
THEODORE M. SPENCER, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. SPENDLEY, JR., 000–00–0000 
ADAM G. SPENIK, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. SPITZ, 000–00–0000 
KIMBERLY A. SPONSELLER, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE E. SPRINGS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL C. STALEY, 000–00–0000 
*STEVEN R. STALLINGS, 000–00–0000 
*WILLIAM L. STALLINGS III, 000–00–0000 
ROGER D. STAMEY, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN W. STARKS, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. STEFANOV, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN H. STEIN, 000–00–0000 
MARCY A. STEINKEFIKE, 000–00–0000 
DEAN R. STENGL, 000–00–0000 
JON R. STEPHENS, 000–00–0000 
MARK T. STEPHENS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. STEPHENSON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. STEVENS, 000–00–0000 
CURTISS S. STEWART, 000–00–0000 
DAVID F. STEWART, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL H. STICKNEY, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD S. STINCHCOMB, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES K. STITT, JR., 000–00–0000 
KEVIN B. STMARY, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE R. STOLLER, JR., 000–00–0000 
ERIC J. STONE, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK M. STONEHAM, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY N. STOUT, 000–00–0000 
LESLIE STOUTE, 000–00–0000 
TYRONE A. STRACHAN, 000–00–0000 
PETER R. STRAIGHT, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW J. STRAMPACH, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. STRAZZO, 000–00–0000 
GERALD E. STREFF, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN B. STREHLE, 000–00–0000 
STUART G. STRICKLAND, 000–00–0000 
TERRY D. STRIHA, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN L. STROM, 000–00–0000 
JACK F. STUART II, 000–00–0000 
*DARREN L. STUDER, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. STURGILL, 000–00–0000 
JOHN J. SULLIVAN, 000–00–0000 
DONALD H. SUMMERLIN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL A. SUMMERS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID B. SUMRELL, 000–00–0000 
JON M. SUTTERFIELD, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER D. SWADENER, 000–00–0000 
MARK L. SWARD, 000–00–0000 
RICKY E. SWARD, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. SWEENEY III, 000–00–0000 
KEITH A. SWENSEN, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN A. SWENSON, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS J. SWIDEREK, 000–00–0000 
*SHANNON W. SWITTS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. SWORTZEL, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID M. SYNDERGAARD, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. SYZDEK, 000–00–0000 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5702 June 3, 1996 
WILLIAM J. SZAREK, 000–00–0000 
JAMES J. SZCZUR, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD J. TAGLAND, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. TALBERT, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. TALBOT, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. TALLEY, 000–00–0000 
PAUL A. TANGUAY, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD J. TANNER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. TANNER, 000–00–0000 
MARTIN K. TATUM, 000–00–0000 
JAMES L.D. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
JON M. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
PAUL J. TAYLOR, JR., 000–00–0000 
SAMMIE B. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT T. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
ROGER W. TEAGUE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. TEMPLE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS J. TENPENNY, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER I. TERRY, 000–00–0000 
JAYEVAN J. TEVIS II, 000–00–0000 
*SCOTT D. THACHER, 000–00–0000 
MARK J. THARP, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN D. THEISEN, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY L. THEODOSS, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS J. THIBODEAU, 000–00–0000 
EDWIN R. THOELE, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY C. THOMAS, 000–00–0000 
ANTONIO L. THOMAS, 000–00–0000 
GARY C. THOMAS, 000–00–0000 
CAREY S. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES F. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
DARRELL L. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
IRENE I. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
RALPH THOMPSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
TERRACE B. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
WADE J. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
IVAN E. THORSOS III, 000–00–0000 
CLIFFORD B. THORSTENSON, 000–00–0000 
ROGER D. TRASHER, 000–00–0000 
KEENE F. TIEDEMANN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS R. TIGHE, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE A. TILL, 000–00–0000 
BARRY C. TILTON, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY W. TINDALL, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY A. TIPPETT, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. TOBIN, 000–00–0000 
DONALD L. TOBIN, JR., 000–00–0000 
KEITH E. TOBIN, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD D. TODD, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH E. TODOROV, 000–00–0000 
RALPH C. TOLLE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT W. TOMASINO, 000–00–0000 
JAMES J. TOMASZEWSKI, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD R. TOMME, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN E. TOMTSCHIK, 000–00–0000 
KIMBERLY K. TONEY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM L. TONGUE, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID F. TOOMEY III, 000–00–0000 
DANNY J. TOPP, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. TOYNE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. TRAINOR, 000–00–0000 
DOROTHY J. TRIBBLE, 000–00–0000 
RANDALL C. TRITT, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER W. TROTTER, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY G. TRUEHEART, 000–00–0000 
*HARRY A. TRUHN, 000–00–0000 
ERIC P. TRUMBLE, 000–00–0000 
MARC TRUUMEES, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. TUCCI, 000–00–0000 
CAREY F. TUCKER, 000–00–0000 
KEITH T. TUCKER, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN J. TURECHEK, 000–00–0000 
BRYAN D. TURNER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID L. TURNER, 000–00–0000 
MONTE D. TURNER, 000–00–0000 
*WARREN W. TURNER, 000–00–0000 
*DENNIS J. TUTHILL, 000–00–0000 
RANDY B. TYMOFICHUK, 000–00–0000 
CONSTANTINE TZAVARAS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL ULISSE, 000–00–0000 
KATHY R. ULLRICH, 000–00–0000 
STEPHAN M. URBANCZYK, 000–00–0000 
ERADIO E. URESTI, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. UTTRICH, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN G. UYEHATA, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT R. VADNAIS, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER R. VALLE, 000–00–0000 
ROBIN P. VANDERBERRY, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. VANDERHAMM, 000–00–0000 
JANET C. VANDERLEY, 000–00–0000 
*DEBORAH L. VANDEVEN, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP M. VANEAU, 000–00–0000 
GLENN E. VANKNOWE, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT M. VANNESS, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH J. VANRAVENSWAAY, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE M. VANZUIDEN, 000–00–0000 
JOHNNY B. VARNEDORE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. VAUGHT, JR., 000–00–0000 
JANET L. VEESART, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH A. VENEZIANO, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY J. VERDONE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID G. VERRETT, 000–00–0000 
EDUARDO L. VICENCIO, 000–00–0000 
JAMES G. VICK, 000–00–0000 
TODD T. VIKAN, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW T. VINCENT, 000–00–0000 
ANGELA M. VINCENT, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN MICHAEL VINICA, 000–00–0000 
RONNIE L. VINSON, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN M. VISEL, 000–00–0000 
JEAN N. VITE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN B. VITTRUP, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT R. VOSKOVITCH, 000–00–0000 
*HAI C. VU, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL C. WADDEL, 000–00–0000 
BARRY M. WADDELL, 000–00–0000 

JERRY T. WAGNER, JR., 000–00–0000 
*FRANKLIN S. WALDEN, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP E. WALGREN, 000–00–0000 
GORDON J. WALKER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. WALKER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT H. WALKER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. WALKER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. WALKER, 000–00–0000 
GERALD B. WALKINGTON, 000–00–0000 
DION R. WALL, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN J. WALLACE, 000–00–0000 
NANCY R. WALLACE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. WALTRIP, 000–00–0000 
JON D. WALZ, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. WARACK, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN K. WARD, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES H. WARD, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL P. WARD, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP N. WARD, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND C. WARD, 000–00–0000 
*THOMAS B. WARD, 000–00–0000 
WARREN G. WARD, 000–00–0000 
RALPH D. WARDROUP, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD E. WARREN, 000–00–0000 
JAY J. WARWICK, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. WASHBURN II, 000–00–0000 
JOYCE D. WASHINGTON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. WASSERMAN, 000–00–0000 
DONALD P. WATERS, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD E. WATERS, JR., 000–00–0000 
BARBARA K. WATKINS, 000–00–0000 
ROGER H. WATKINS, 000–00–0000 
TERRY WATKINS, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY C. WATSON, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM G. WATSON, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES F. WATTERSON, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM A. WAUGAMAN, 000–00–0000 
DALE E. WEAVER, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH M. WEAVER, 000–00–0000 
PAUL A. WEBB, 000–00–0000 
JANINE T. WEBER, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND W. WEETH, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. WEGGEMAN, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY T. WEHKING, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH A. WEINBERGER, JR., 000–00–0000 
GORDON A. WEISS, 000–00–0000 
JERRY K. WELDON II, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS E. WELLS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. WELLS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. WENTWORTH, 000–00–0000 
JAY M. WENTZELL, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH D. WERCINSKI, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. WERTLEY, 000–00–0000 
JOEL S. WESTA, 000–00–0000 
PETER E. WESTENDORFF, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP V. WESTERFIELD, 000–00–0000 
MARK W. WESTERGREN, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA J. WHEATON, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW T. WHELAN, 000–00–0000 
PETER A. WHELAN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. WHISENHUNT, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS A. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS D. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS R. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS W. WHITE II, 000–00–0000 
OVETA M. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN C. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
KEITH G. WHYTE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. WIDHAMMER, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT G. WIERSCHKE, 000–00–0000 
*TIMOTHY M. WIESMANN, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE J. WIGGINS, JR., 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN D. WILBUR, 000–00–0000 
*JIMMY D. WILEY, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID A. WILKINS, 000–00–0000 
*ERIC W. WILKS, 000–00–0000 
ALBERT H. WILLIAMS, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD M. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
FRANK Q. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
JEAN C.M. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH S. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD K. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
*ROGER E. WILLIAMS, JR., 000–00–0000 
SALLY D. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
TODD A. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID L. WILLIAMSEN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D. WILLIAMSON, 000–00–0000 
MARY A. WILLMON, 000–00–0000 
BURKE E. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
HENRY T. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
JOHNNY T. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK A. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT A. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
CARY B. WINDLER, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN P. WINKLMANN, 000–00–0000 
MARK G. WINTON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. WISMER, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY A. WITKO, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. WITTMANN, 000–00–0000 
ELIZABETH A. WOISH, 000–00–0000 
GARY M. WOLBERT, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL K. WOLF, 000–00–0000 
DALLAS A. WOLFE, 000–00–0000 
DEAN A. WOLFORD, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY R. WOOD, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN C. WOOD, 000–00–0000 
JOHNNY L. WOOD, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM D. WOOD, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS D. WOODEN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT R. WOODLEY, 000–00–0000 
LOUANN J. WOODS, 000–00–0000 
*EDWIN R. WOODWARD, 000–00–0000 
TYRONE M. WOODYARD, 000–00–0000 

DANIEL B. WOOLDRIDGE, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. WOOLEY, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN B. WOOTON, 000–00–0000 
*GUY T. WORTHINGTON, 000–00–0000 
STANLEY S. WORTHINGTON, 000–00–0000 
LORI A. WORTMAN, 000–00–0000 
BROOKS D. WRIGHT, 000–00–0000 
JOHN D. WRIGHT, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD N. WRIGHT, 000–00–0000 
VICTORIA L. WUCHNICK, 000–00–0000 
ERIC J. WYDRA, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT T. WYNN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS B. WYNN, 000–00–0000 
*LAINE R. WYRICK, 000–00–0000 
KAREN A. YACKIEL, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID L. YANG, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD K. YANKSON, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH L. YAPHE, 000–00–0000 
KIMBERLY L. YODER, 000–00–0000 
DARRELL E. YOST, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS E. YOUNG, 000–00–0000 
MARK R. YOUNG, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL D. YOUNG, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL V. YUILL, 000–00–0000 
*RONALD YURCHISHIN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL J. ZABBO, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL R. ZAHIRNIAK, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. ZALESKE, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW ZAPRZALA, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN L. ZAWASKY, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL K. ZECH, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD C. ZICK, 000–00–0000 
JOHN J. ZIEGLER, III 000–00–0000 
DONALD M. ZIMMERMAN, 000–00–0000 
GARY R. ZIMMERMAN, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL C. ZOOK, 000–00–0000 
KIMBERLEE B. ZORICH, 000–00–0000 
LOUIS V. ZUCCARELLO, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS M. ZUCCARO, 000–00–0000 

I NOMINATE THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR 
PROMOTION IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, UNDER 
THE APPROPRIATE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 624, TITLE 
10, U.S.C., AS AMENDED, WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE DE-
TERMINED BY THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, AND 
THOSE OFFICERS IDENTIFIED BY AN ASTERISK FOR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE REGULAR AIR FORCE UNDER THE 
PROVISIONS OF SECTION 531, TITLE 10, U.S.C., WITH A 
VIEW TO DESIGNATION UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SEC-
TION 8067, TITLE 10, U.S.C., TO PERFORM DUTIES INDI-
CATED PROVIDED THAT IN NO CASE SHALL THE FOL-
LOWING OFFICERS BE APPOINTED IN A GRADE HIGHER 
THAN INDICATED. 

NURSE CORPS 
To be major 

MICHELLE D. ADAMS, 000–00–0000 
*JUSTINIANO J. ALBINO, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN D. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
LORENE R. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
TAMY D. ARCHAMBAULT, 000–00–0000 
ERICA J. AUERBACH, 000–00–0000 
WILHELMA J. BADGER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. BAGWELL, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN D. BALLARD, 000–00–0000 
ELLEN W. BARGER, 000–00–0000 
DENISE M. BARLOW, 000–00–0000 
JILL E. BARNES, 000–00–0000 
LISA K. BARNETT, 000–00–0000 
DEBRA L. BENSON, 000–00–0000 
LISTA M. BENSON, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS M. BERGMANN, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY P. BLISE, 000–00–0000 
JOYCE K. BORGFELD, 000–00–0000 
GLORIA S. BOWDEN, 000–00–0000 
JUDITHALISON K. BROEKING, 000–00–0000 
VALERIE A. BROOKS, 000–00–0000 
MARK J. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA A. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
DARLENE R. BRUNNER, 000–00–0000 
*MARLA D. BUCKLES, 000–00–0000 
RALPH T. BUDDEMEYER JR., 000–00–0000 
SUSAN J. BURNETT, 000–00–0000 
ELAINA L. CAMPBELL, 000–00–0000 
ERIN P. CARLISLE, 000–00–0000 
COLLEEN A. CARMODY, 000–00–0000 
WARD R. CASSELS, 000–00–0000 
TERESA G. CHANEY, 000–00–0000 
DEBBIE J. COBB, 000–00–0000 
*RAYMOND D. CODDINGTON, 000–00–0000 
STEPHANIE A. CONDRON, 000–00–0000 
ROGER L. COX, 000–00–0000 
JANET M. CREELMAN, 000–00–0000 
CAROLYN A. CUMMINGS, 000–00–0000 
*LARRY R. CURTIS, 000–00–0000 
GRETCHEN A. CUSACK, 000–00–0000 
JUDITH M. DALY, 000–00–0000 
*GEORGINE DANKBERG, 000–00–0000 
JO A. DANOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
DEAN F. DEGNER, 000–00–0000 
MARY C. DELUCIA, 000–00–0000 
TRACY A. DEWOODY, 000–00–0000 
*DIANE L. DEYAK, 000–00–0000 
DOROTHY E. DIZMANG, 000–00–0000 
EDNA E. DOMINO, 000–00–0000 
KATHRY L. DOTY, 000–00–0000 
LESLIE K. DROEGE, 000–00–0000 
MARVIN E. EARLY, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD H. EAVES, 000–00–0000 
DEBORAH L. ECHANIS, 000–00–0000 
JANET L. EGAN, 000–00–0000 
ARDYTHE K. ELLISON, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTINE R. ELMENDORF, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. EMERSON, 000–00–0000 
HARRIETT ERICKSON, 000–00–0000 
GLENN R. ERMER, 000–00–0000 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5703 June 3, 1996 
*PHILIP F. ERNST IV, 000–00–0000 
JOSE A. ESTELA, JR., 000–00–0000 
PAULA M. EVANS, 000–00–0000 
*THOMAS J. EVANS, 000–00–0000 
*BETH A. EWING, 000–00–0000 
JOHN R. EWING, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW A. FAGERT, 000–00–0000 
CYNTHIA L. FERGUSON, 000–00–0000 
DEBORAH K. FLAGG, 000–00–0000 
JEANETTE A. FORTUNA, 000–00–0000 
JAIME B. GAPASIN, 000–00–0000 
RENE GARCIA, 000–00–0000 
GARY J. GARDNER, 000–00–0000 
LINDA S. GHANEM, 000–00–0000 
TOMMI L. GILL, 000–00–0000 
*KIMBERLY D. GLENN, 000–00–0000 
MICHELLE E. GOLDING, 000–00–0000 
JORGE L. GOMEZDIAZ, 000–00–0000 
MARC, J. GRENIER, 000–00–0000 
SHIRLEY D. GUILLORY, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA M. GUNTER, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT W. GUTHLAND, 000–00–0000 
EVELYN M. GWYNNBROWN, 000–00–0000 
LAURIE A. HALL, 000–00–0000 
BRIDGET B. HARRELL, 000–00–0000 
VIVIAN C. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
SUSAN L. HEGLAR, 000–00–0000 
*DONNA M. HEITER, 000–00–0000 
JANE C. HENDRICKS, 000–00–0000 
MARY M. HIGGINS, 000–00–0000 
CYNTHIA K. HILSHER, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES W. HOAG, JR., 000–00–0000 
MARK S. HOLLAND, 000–00–0000 
ROBIN E. HUNT, 000–00–0000 
ELLIS R. JACKSON, 000–00–0000 
MARY T. JACO, 000–00–0000 
CARLEIGH JEANNE JACOBS, 000–00–0000 
MARILYN H. JIGGITTS, 000–00–0000 
DIANA E. JOHNS, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES M. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
CAROL A. KHATER, 000–00–0000 
KAREN M. KINNE, 000–00–0000 
LYLE L. KINNEY, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY J. KNIGHT, 000–00–0000 
MAUREEN A. KOCH, 000–00–0000 
*BARBARA L. KUHN, 000–00–0000 
MOLLY J. KUSIK, 000–00–0000 
BRIDGET L. LAREW, 000–00–0000 
BETH S. LECKEY, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD LEDESMA, 000–00–0000 
MARYBETH S. LENZ, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTINE A. LIDDLE, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA J. LIPPARD, 000–00–0000 

NANCY J. MAGNUSSON, 000–00–0000 
MELINDA S. MANDRILLO, 000–00–0000 
KIRK MARTIN, 000–00–0000 
MARIATHERESA G. MARTINEZ, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA M. MASON, 000–00–0000 
CATHERINE F. MATTIE, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN J. MAZER, 000–00–0000 
EUGENE A. MC ADOO, 000–00–0000 
*KELLEY A. MC CARTHY, 000–00–0000 
CAROL L. MC CASKILL, 000–00–0000 
*VIVIAN P. MC CORMICK, 000–00–0000 
IRMA L. MC NAMEE, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD T. MELCHIOR, 000–00–0000 
VICKI LYNN MEYSENBURG, 000–00–0000 
DEBORAH K. MILANO, 000–00–0000 
DONNA L. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA M. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
VIVIAN B. MILLS, 000–00–0000 
*GUY H. MONSON, 000–00–0000 
SUSAN D. MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
CAREY A.C. MORRILL, 000–00–0000 
BEATRIX L. MOTE, 000–00–0000 
LINDA C. MOZER, 000–00–0000 
IVONNE Q. MUEHLENWEG, 000–00–0000 
CAROLE M. MURRAY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN Z. NAGY, 000–00–0000 
VALERIE R. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
*ALVIN J. NEWCOMER, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA R. NITZ, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. OSBORNE, 000–00–0000 
ANN L. PALENSHUS, 000–00–0000 
ELLEN U. PALMER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. PAPIO, 000–00–0000 
VALERIE S. PARKER, 000–00–0000 
CAROLINE C. PARMANN, 000–00–0000 
PHILLIP E. PARR, 000–00–0000 
GARY E. PARSONS, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA A. PATRICK, 000–00–0000 
DINAH L. PINNEY, 000–00–0000 
LORENDA A. POISSANTSALLING, 000–00–0000 
ANN K. POLHLOPEK, 000–00–0000 
IU DOK PREMOE, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA J. PRENTICEAUSTIN, 000–00–0000 
MARK G. PRESCOTT, 000–00–0000 
PHILLIP M. PRIDDY, 000–00–0000 
LISA M.A. RANDALL, 000–00–0000 
NIMA D. REAVIS, 000–00–0000 
CHERYL A. REILLY, 000–00–0000 
KATHERINE J. REINECKE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. RENTER, 000–00–0000 
CATHERINE A. RICE, 000–00–0000 
LORI A. RILEY, 000–00–0000 
*RICKY E. ROBERTS, 000–00–0000 

MARY E. ROBINSON, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT RODRIGUEZ, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS F. ROSHETKO, 000–00–0000 
MARJORIE L. RUCHHOEFT, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA A. RUTTER, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM M. SANBORN, 000–00–0000 
SHERRY J. SASSER, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID T. SAYLE, 000–00–0000 
ELSIE M. SCHASZBERGER, 000–00–0000 
*REBECCA SCHLICK, 000–00–0000 
DENISE R. SCHRADER, 000–00–0000 
SHARON A. SIMMONS, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA A. SKELTON, 000–00–0000 
BEVERLY J. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
DELAINE R. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA A. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
STEPHANIE D. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
ALISON L. SOLBERG, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK G. SPENCER, 000–00–0000 
ROBIN E. SQUELLATI, 000–00–0000 
LOIS J. STAUFFER, 000–00–0000 
REBECCA L. STECKEL, 000–00–0000 
*ELIZABETH A. STONE, 000–00–0000 
BRENDA J. STRAND, 000–00–0000 
HEIDI M. SUMMERS, 000–00–0000 
CECELIA W. SUTTON, 000–00–0000 
WILLETTE E. SWANN, 000–00–0000 
JOHNNY L. SWINDLE, 000–00–0000 
DEBORAH A. TARLETON, 000–00–0000 
CLINTON A. THIEL, 000–00–0000 
FRED D. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
SANDRA C. TYNES, 000–00–0000 
ROWENA M. VALENCIA, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. VARNER, 000–00–0000 
PEDRO M. VILLAMIN II, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS R. VILORIA, 000–00–0000 
DOROTHY A. VINCENT, 000–00–0000 
RICK L. WADE, 000–00–0000 
JANICE D. WALLACE, 000–00–0000 
JUDY L. WARD, 000–00–0000 
ROSEANNE C. WARNER, 000–00–0000 
WENDY J. WARNER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. WEISS, 000–00–0000 
ELEANOR T. WEST, 000–00–0000 
MARIAN A. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS E. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
MARY A. WILLIAMSGRANT, 000–00–0000 
CATHY S. WINTERBOTHAM, 000–00–0000 
DIANE B. WOJCIESZAK, 000–00–0000 
PAULINE L. WRUBEL, 000–00–0000 
KERRI L. WYBLE, 000–00–0000 
JONI E. YOUNG, 000–00–0000 
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